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In recognition of the tino rangatiratanga of Maaori (the indigenous peoples of Aotearoa New 
Zealand) and the agreement to partnership by Maaori and Paakehaa (colonial settler New 
Zealanders of European descent) in Te Tiriti o Waitangi (Te Tiriti), this thesis proposes a 
partner-centred hermeneutical approach for biblical criticism in Aotearoa New Zealand. Since 
Paakehaa are legitimised in Aotearoa New Zealand through our relationship and partnership 
with Maaori in Te Tiriti, Paakehaa are relationally obligated to be in partnership and dialogue 
with tangata whenua (people of the land; indigenous people). This obligation means that to 
interpret the biblical text in Aotearoa New Zealand, partnership and dialogue with tangata 
whenua are essential. However, while some such interpretations have been previously 
attempted, the theory and method of partnership and dialogue with Maaori has not received 
much attention. This aspect of the discussion is crucial because we live in a context of systemic 
settler colonisation and racism. If Paakehaa attempt to interpret the biblical text in partnership 
and dialogue with tangata whenua without a theory that is attentive to this context, Paakehaa 
will inevitably recolonise the relationship under the guise of dialogue. 
This thesis builds on the philosophical hermeneutics of Hans-Georg Gadamer, the 
relational hermeneutics of Rev Prof Upolu Lumā Vaai, and the whakapapa hermeneutics in the 
Kaupapa Maaori discourse. Through these hermeneutical discussions, I argue that our 
partnership with Maaori in Te Tiriti is the foundation of our understanding of the biblical text 
in Aotearoa New Zealand. Paakehaa biblical criticism in Aotearoa New Zealand must arise 
from our partnered identity under the tino rangatiratanga (sovereignty) of Maaori. However, to 
do this, we (Paakehaa) must first recommit ourselves to the Tiriti Partnership with Maaori. I 
argue that this recommitment to Te Tiriti Partnership is characterised by: living relationship; 
relinquishing sovereignty, power, and resources; validation; responsibility; and support. By 
recommitting to Te Tiriti partnership, an equitable relationship of partnership becomes a 
possibility. I argue such an equitable relationship is a fundamental requirement for dialogue 
and understanding in interpretation. 
This partner-centred interpretive theory is then applied to 1 Corinthians 11:23–34 as a 
test case to explore whether a valid, partnership-based interpretation can be formed using this 
hermeneutic. This involves a three-stage method of interpretation. The first stage is re-
perceiving the world through a metaphysical framework with our partner. The second stage 




stage is to re-interpret the text through the co-constructed lens (developed in this first stage), 
thereby applying new questions and the co-constructed perspective to the text and suggesting 
a meaning of the text in this place. 
In analysing 1 Cor 11:23–34 using this hermeneutical approach and these methods, the 
passage, in which Paul addresses the abuses at the Lord’s Supper in Corinth, becomes laden 
with meaning for Maaori and Paakehaa in this place. The hermeneutic highlights the imperative 
for te Apo (the Greedy) in te haahi Koriniti (the Corinthian community) to return to tradition, 
move from self-interest to communalism, relinquish power, and restore relational equity and 
equality. Finally, I draw connections to the need of Paakehaa in biblical criticism to return to 
our partnership in Te Tiriti, stop seeking our own self-interest and, instead, seek the interest of 
our partner, relinquish the power we stole from tangata whenua through systemic settler 
colonisation, and ensure equitable funding and space for Maaori studentship and academics in 
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Te Tuhi Tikanga moo Teenei Tuhi Roa (Orthography) 
This thesis recognises Maaori as te tangata whenua o Aotearoa Nu Tirini (the people of the 
land in Aotearoa New Zealand). In doing so, the style of writing attempts to reflect this reality. 
This thesis will generally follow the guidance of The SBL Handbook of Style: For Biblical 
Studies and Related Disciplines (2nd Ed.).1 It recommends the italicisation of foreign words 
when they are being used within an English context. The exceptions to this are primarily when 
a text in a foreign language is being quoted, when the words or phrase has ‘passed into common 
English usage,’2 or when using a foreign proper noun.3 Foreign language, in this thesis, refers 
to languages that are not English or Maaori. Hence, te reo Maaori (the Maaori language) 
throughout the thesis will be styled as regular text and not italicised. As this thesis is a highly 
contextual document, this writing style reflects the author’s contextuality as a researcher in 
Aotearoa New Zealand. This tikanga tuhituhi (writing custom) hopes to support the 
standardisation of te reo Maaori in Aotearoa New Zealand. 
Nevertheless, there are exceptions. For example, when the distinction between English 
words and Maaori words is difficult to discern or confusing, the whole Maaori phrase will be 
underlined to clarify which parts of the sentence are in te reo Maaori and which are in the 
English language. However, in quoted material, the formatting of te reo Maaori will be retained 
as written by the author (unless emphasising a specific point in the author’s work). 
The Maaori language contains short and long vowels that form different words. 
Contemporary Maaori writing conventions write the long vowels in three ways. In the first, the 
long vowel is not indicated in written text (only indicated when spoken). In the second 
convention, which is the most prominent, the long vowel is macronised (i.e., ā, ē, ī, ō, ū). In 
the final convention, the long vowel is written using a double vowel (i.e., aa, ee, ii, oo, uu). 
Since Tainui are te hau kaainga i te rohe e tupu ake ai ahau (the home people in the area where 
I grew up), this thesis will conform to the writing convention used by Tainui, specifically by 
the Kiingitanga Movement, in their official communication by using double vowels. The 
exceptions to this writing convention are when I directly quote another author’s work or use a 
proper name (e.g., He Pātaka Kupu). In such cases, I will retain the original orthographic 
convention. 
 
1 Billie Jean Collins, et al., The SBL Handbook of Style: For Biblical Studies and Related Disciplines, 2nd ed. 
(Atlanta, GA: SBL Press, 2014). 
2 Collins, et al., The SBL Handbook of Style, 23. 




On the translation of regularly used terms in te reo Maaori, there will be initial 
translations in each chapter, as the words occur. The shorter translations will primarily be 
italicised inside rounded parentheses, e.g., (example). In longer translations, I will footnote and 
style them: ‘Te whakapaakehaa: example….’ When the biblical text is quoted, it will be 
translated into English (NRSV), te reo Maaori (Te Paipera Tapu), and where necessary Greek 
(e.g., Chapter 7). The exception to this is when the semantic sense of the word changes. In such 
cases, an additional translation is provided. In addition to the translations throughout each 
chapter, there is a biblical criticism word glossary in te reo Maaori, “Greek - Maaori Glossary” 
(Appendix 1), a “Maaori - English Glossary” (Appendix 2), and a “Focused Maaori Glossary” 
(Appendix 3) for frequent phrases used throughout Chapters 6 and 8. 
On the translations of Chinese terms, this will be approached similarly to the translation 
of Maaori terms. However, each term will be translated into both te reo Maaori and the English 
language. Shorter translations will be styled: (Pīnyīn; Maaori, English). Longer translations 
will have the pīnyīn within rounded brackets and the footnote styled:  
Te whakamaaori: he whakatauira… 
Te whakapaakehaa: example… 
No glossary will be provided for Chinese terms as they are limited to a short section in the 
thesis.  
Throughout this thesis, there is a specific emphasis on recognising and acknowledging 
the achievement and prestige of Maaori scholars, Pacific scholars, majority world scholars, and 
outsider scholars (§4.1). As a part of this emphasis, these scholars’ titles are used when they 
are first mentioned in chapters and sections and at other points from time to time. Additionally, 
Maaori are not a monolithic, homogenous culture. Therefore, the iwi and hapuu of the Maaori 
scholars will be acknowledged the first time they appear in a chapter of the thesis and at other 
points from time to time. The iwi and hapuu of the scholars who appear frequently throughout 
the thesis will be omitted towards the end of the thesis. Occasionally, the acknowledgement of 
the iwi and hapuu of the scholars will be delayed (such as §3.1) because their iwi and hapuu 
connections will feature as a part of a more extensive biography of the scholar (e.g., §3.2, §3.3, 




Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
1.1 Ngaa Kupu Tiimatanga (Introductory Words) 
Kaua tētahi e rapu ki tāna ake, engari, me rapu katoa i te pai mō tērā, mō tērā. (1 
Corinthians 10:24)1 
 
1.2 What is the Problem? 
As I reflect on the years of my undergraduate degree (2011–2015), I cannot recall being taught 
about contextual or indigenous interpretations of the biblical text. Despite being a Paakehaa2 
(colonial settler New Zealander of European descent) in Aotearoa New Zealand, our study 
focused on biblical studies from North America, Britain, and Continental Europe. While we 
were taught how to use historical criticism, literary criticism, and socio-cultural criticism, the 
closest we came to contextual and indigenous interpretations of the biblical text was studying 
Majority World Theology. Even in this paper, the focus was primarily theological. Hence, there 
remained an absence of contextual and indigenous interpretation in biblical criticism pedagogy. 
It was not until after completing my undergraduate degree that I began to learn about contextual 
and indigenous interpretations of the biblical text as valid methods for interpreting the text (this 
will be discussed further in §2.2.2 and §2.2.5). 
Over the past fifty years, biblical criticism has developed considerably. The discipline 
had been dominated by an interpretive theory called historical criticism.3 The focus of this 
 
1 Te whakapaakehaa: Do not seek your own betterment, but all seek the betterment for one another. 
NA28: μηδεὶς τὸ ἑαυτοῦ ζητείτω ἀλλὰ τὸ τοῦ ἑτέρου 
2 I am of Paakehaa and Chinese descent. Because we grew up in an overwhelming Paakehaa culture, I primarily 
identify as Paakehaa. It is out of this primary identity that I write this thesis. Throughout the course of this thesis, 
I have been challenged to grow into my identity as a Chinese person through my engagement with maatauranga 
Maaori. My identity and social location will be discussed further in Chapter 2: Ko Wai Au? (Who am I?) 
3 Fernando F. Segovia, “‘And They Began to Speak in Other Tongues’: Competing Modes of Discourse in 
Contemporary Biblical Criticism,” in Decolonizing Biblical Studies: A View From the Margins, ed. Segovia 
(Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2000), 7–8; Martti Nissinen, “Reflections on the ‘Historical-Critical’ Method: 
Historical Criticism, and Critical Historicism,” in Method Matters: Essays on the Interpretation of the Hebrew 
Bible in Honor of David L. Petersen, eds. Petersen, et al. (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2009), 479–
80; Brian K Blount, “The Souls of Biblical Folks and the Potential for Meaning,” Journal of Biblical Literature, 
vol. 138, no. 1 (2019): 8; Andrew McGowan and Kent Harold Richards, “Many Meanings: The Diversity of New 
Testament Scholarship,” in Method and Meaning: Essays on New Testament Interpretation in Honor of Harold 




interpretive theory was on the author and the historical context of the author. It was believed 
that understanding the world behind the text would reveal the text’s meaning. 4  The 
hermeneutical theory meant that interpreters would attempt to distance themselves from their 
preconceived culture, ideas, and notions about the text (pre-knowledge) and try to view the text 
from the perspectives of those involved with the original text (author and audience). 5 
Additionally, these interpreters would draw on some of the more closely related historical 
information from what we understood about the original text’s context. Because the meaning 
of the text was believed to be the product of the author’s intention, this was considered to be a 
sure way to uncover meaning. 
However, instead of being revealed, the meaning of the text was often fragmented by 
developments in research around the forms of the text, the sources of the text, and other factors.6 
This was caused by issues, such as: discoveries of source documents which made it difficult to 
discern the authentic original text; continued disagreements around the formation of sections 
of the text; and increasing challenges around the historicity of the content of the text. The 
continual pursuit to uncover the original text and construct the original author, the original 
historical context, and the original audience left the text problematic and the meaning of the 
text indecisive. 7  Therefore, the interpretations of the text using the many techniques of 
historical criticism continually evolved and developed as more theories and information about 
the text and the historical context became known. Hence, the meaning of the text also continued 
to evolve. 
In the 1970s, following earlier developments in interpretive theory in literary theory, 
biblical scholars adapted and applied literary theory to biblical criticism.8 This new form of 
criticism, literary criticism, challenged historical criticism for the dominant interpretive 
approach in biblical criticism. The focus of this form of criticism shifted from the world behind 
the text to the world of the text. Literary criticism was interested in understanding the meaning 
that could be interpreted from what we encounter inside the text, rather than looking towards 
 
Thatcher; Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2011), 3. 
4 Jens Zimmermann, “Biblical Hermeneutics,” in The Blackwell Companion to Hermeneutics, eds. Keane and 
Lawn (Chichester, West Sussex: John Wiley & Sons, 2016), 218–20. 
5 Zimmermann, “Biblical Hermeneutics,” 218–20. 
6 Segovia, “‘And They Began to Speak’,” 13. 
7 Segovia, “‘And They Began to Speak’,” 13; Ralph W. Klein, “Textual Criticism: Recovering and Preserving the 
Text of the Hebrew Bible,” in Method Matters: Essays on the Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in Honor of 
David L. Petersen, eds. Petersen, et al. (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2009), 88; Nissinen, 
“Reflections on the ‘Historical-Critical’ Method,” 480. 




the author, audience, and various aspects of the text’s historical context.9 Hence, proponents of 
literary criticism applied the techniques developed in literary theory such as narrative criticism, 
rhetorical criticism, and genre criticism, among others, to the biblical text to interpret it as a 
piece of text. 
This was a helpful form of criticism that contained well-developed methodological 
approaches that had been sorely lacking in historical criticism. Nevertheless, literary criticism 
initially continued to propagate similar ideological views to historical criticism.10 Initially, it 
maintained the belief that the interpreters would distance themselves from the text and therefore 
attempt to approach the text as neutral and disinterested critics who were merely applying a 
particular methodology to the text to yield the definitive meaning of the text.11 However, a 
definitive meaning of the text never emerged. Instead, the methodological approaches of 
literary theory continued to develop, and the methodological approaches of literary criticism 
slowly developed in its footsteps. For example, the development of the various reader 
constructs and reader-response theory interpret the text with the reader at the centre of the 
process rather than the text, focusing on the world in front of the text. Hence, these continual 
developments resulted in the meaning of the text continuing to evolve rather than settling and 
stabilising. 
Slightly after the emergence of literary criticism in biblical criticism came another form 
of criticism, socio-cultural criticism. This form proposed that the meaning of the text could be 
revealed through a rigorous understanding of the cultural and sociological context of the author, 
text, and audience.12 Like historical criticism, socio-cultural criticism believed that the meaning 
of the text was hidden in the world that existed behind the text. However, it was less interested 
in the original author, text, and audience and more interested in the various structures which 
constructed the author, the text, and the audience.13 It proposed that the text was produced by 
and produced into a particular set of cultural and sociological structures. If this assertion was 
true, then the interpreter need only understand these cultural and sociological structures to 
unlock the definitive meaning of the text. Therefore, within New Testament Studies, this form 
of criticism focused on structures such as the social structure of Greco-Roman societies, 
 
9 Yairah Amit, “Narrative Analysis: Meaning, Context, and Origins of Genesis 38,” in Method Matters: Essays 
on the Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in Honor of David L. Petersen, eds. Petersen, et al. (Atlanta, GA: Society 
of Biblical Literature, 2009), 271–73. 
10 Segovia, “‘And They Began to Speak’,” 17–9; Brian K. Blount, Cultural Interpretation: Reorienting New 
Testament Criticism (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 1995), 3–4. 
11 Segovia, “‘And They Began to Speak’,” 18–9. 
12 Segovia, “‘And They Began to Speak’,” 24–6; McGowan and Richards, “Many Meanings,” 4. 
13 Segovia, “‘And They Began to Speak’,” 24; Gerd Theissen, The Social Setting of Pauline Christianity: Essays 




political systems of the Roman Empire, household structures, the roles of men and women in 
households and wider society, and socioeconomic stratification. 
This form of criticism was also very productive for biblical criticism. It provided 
significant discoveries in understanding the cultural and sociological ideas and terms that 
appeared in the biblical text and how they affected the definitive meaning of the text.14 Again, 
however, the idealised interpreter in this form of criticism was hoped to be disinterested and 
distanced from the text and trained in cultural and sociological analysis methods. Nevertheless, 
as this form of criticism developed, so did the methodological approaches and evidence for 
interpreters’ cultural and sociological claims. Hence, the cultural and sociological constructs 
continued to evolve, and with them, the meaning of the text continued to grow. 
In the 1980s and 1990s, yet another interpretive form emerged in biblical criticism. 
Dissatisfied with the disinterested and distanced ideology of the interpreter in the three 
“mainstream” 15  forms of criticism (historical, literary, and socio-cultural criticism), these 
interpreters argued that the ideology, social location, and context of the interpreter inherently 
influenced the interpretive process and was also automatically incorporated to understand the 
meaning of the text.16 Therefore, instead of feigning disinterest in and assuming distance from 
 
14 Theissen’s work is exemplary in Pauline Corinthian scholarship: The Social Setting of Pauline Christianity. See 
also, Ben Witherington, Conflict and Community in Corinth: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary on 1 and 2 
Corinthians (Grand Rapids, MI; Carlisle: W.B. Eerdmans; Paternoster Press, 1995). 
15 I have used the term “mainstream” to group together historical, literary, and socio-cultural criticism. The term 
“mainstream” has been chosen because it is used by a variety of scholars to refer to this grouping (R. S. 
Sugirtharajah, Postcolonial Criticism and Biblical Interpretation (New York, NY: Oxford university Press, 2002), 
26; Tat-siong Benny Liew, “When Margins Become Common Ground,” in Still at the Margins: Biblical 
Scholarship Fifteen Years after Voices from the Margin, ed. Sugirtharajah (London: T & T Clark, 2008), 44–5; 
R. S. Sugirtharajah, “Biblical Scholarship After Voices: An Introduction,” in Still at the Margins: Biblical 
Scholarship Fifteen Years after Voices from the Margin, ed. Sugirtharajah (London: T & T Clark, 2008), 2, 7; 
Sugirtharajah, “Muddling Along at the Margins,” 8, 17, 18; Nāsili Vakaʻuta, “Voices of the Whenua: Engaging 1 
Kings 21 Through a Māori Lens,” in Voices from the Margin: Interpreting the Bible in the Third World, ed. 
Sugirtharajah (New York: Orbis Books, 2016), 234). 
 
The term “mainstream” is necessary although not ideal. By defining these forms of criticism as mainstream, 
contextual and indigenous criticism are automatically relegated to the margins through this language. This is 
somewhat ironic considering the chief concern of this thesis argues for Paakehaa scholars to recognise Maaori 
scholarship as mainstream in Aotearoa New Zealand and to centre our hermeneutical approaches on our 
partnership with Maaori through Te Tiriti (§5). 
 
Some other terms (and like terms) that appear in the literature to designate this group (all of which are equally 
problematic) are: “conventional” (Vakaʻuta, “Voices of the Whenua,” 233); “traditional” (Liew, “Margins 
Become Common Ground,” 44–5; Jione Havea and Peter H. W. Lau, “Context Matters: Reading from Asia and 
Pasifika,” in Reading Ecclesiastes from Asia and Pasifika, eds. Havea and Lau (vol. 10 of International Voices in 
Biblical Studies, ed. Havea; Atlanta: SBL Press, 2020), 10); “eurocentric,” “western,” and “american” (Musa W. 
Dube Shomanah, Postcolonial Feminist Interpretation of the Bible (St. Louis, MO: Chalice Press, 2000), 12; 
Sugirtharajah, “Biblical Scholarship After Voices,” 6–7; Sugirtharajah, “Muddling Along,” 8; Vakaʻuta, “Voices 
of the Whenua,” 246); “dominant” (Liew, “Margins Become Common Ground,” 44–5; Sugirtharajah, “Biblical 
Scholarship After Voices,” 6–7); and “mainline” (Havea and Lau, “Context Matters,” 7). 




the text, this interpretive form argued that the interpreter’s social location and context should 
be encouraged into dialogue with the text to produce meaning.17 Thus, the overarching critical 
form was ideological criticism, which then branched off to modes such as gender criticism and 
ethnic criticism. However, in this thesis, I will primarily focus on ideological criticism in its 
mode of contextual interpretation. Hence, rather than being primarily focused on the world 
behind the text or the world in the text, ideological criticism was first interested in the world in 
front of the text and secondarily interested in the world behind the text, the world of the text, 
and reader constructs. 
This form of criticism was, by and large, met with a cold reception by practitioners of 
the other forms of biblical criticism. Their problem with contextual interpretation was that the 
interpreter was encouraged to be interested in the text (as opposed to disinterested) and allow 
their ideological, cultural, and contextual understandings to re-construct and re-interpret the 
text.18 Instead of neutralising their pre-knowledge, their pre-knowledge was foregrounded and 
became foreknowledge. It is not surprising then that many in the other forms of biblical 
criticism, especially that of historical criticism, which largely remained dominant over the 
discipline (it had begun to evolve in response to the critiques from literary and socio-cultural 
criticisms), accused contextual interpretation of the highly treasonous offence known as 
eisegesis. For these other forms of criticism, the ideal-egesis produced by the interpreter was 
exegesis. It was the job of the interpreter to interpret what the text meant. It was not the job of 
the interpreter to put meaning into the text. 
However, the discipline of hermeneutics had developed considerably from this belief 
in an impermeable dichotomy between exegesis and eisegesis. In 1960, Hans-Georg Gadamer 
published one of his most influential works, Wahrheit und Methode: Grundzüge einer 
philosophischen Hermeneutik.19 Gadamer comprehensively argued that the hermeneutical task 
inherently involves the fusion of two horizons, the horizon of the text and the horizon of the 
interpreter.20 A vitally important aspect of this latter horizon was the historically effected 
 
Excerpted from the Dictionary of Biblical Interpretation, ed. Abingdon Press (Nashville, TN: Abingdon Press, 
2004), 341; Blount, “Souls of Biblical Folks,” 14. 
17 Fernando F. Segovia, “Cultural Studies and Contemporary Biblical Criticism: Ideological Criticism as Mode of 
Discourse,” in Reading from This Place: Social Location and Biblical Interpretation in Global Perspective, eds. 
Segovia and Tolbert (Minneapolis, MN: Augsburg Fortress, 1995), 4–7. 
18 Blount, “Souls of Biblical Folks,” 10; Elisabeth Schüssler Fiorenza, “The Ethics of Biblical Interpretation: 
Decentering Biblical Scholarship,” Journal of Biblical Literature, vol. 107, no. 1 (1988): 3–17. 
19 Hans-Georg Gadamer, Wahrheit und Methode: Grundzüge einer philosophischen Hermeneutik (Tübingen: 
Mohr, 1960). Te whakapaakehaa: Truth and Method: Main features of a philosophical hermeneutics 
20 Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method, 1st ed., trans. Weinsheimer and Marshall (London: Bloomsbury, 




consciousness of the interpreter, which is the historical conditioning of the interpreter to 
understand the world in a way that is particular to their historical experience with other people, 
social structures, and traditions.21 For Gadamer, the process of interpretation is not separate 
from the historically effected consciousness of the interpreter because the outcome is always 
affected by this historical conditioning upon both horizons (this will be discussed further in 
Chapter 4).22 
Therefore, contextual interpretation strongly and rightly criticised the privileging of 
exegesis over eisegesis as a false representation or as a false dichotomy. Contextual 
interpretation accuses proponents of exegetical interpretation of being ignorant or dishonest 
about how their ideology, social location, and context affect their self-described exegetical 
work.23 Contextual interpretation argued that interpreters, as real people, are inherently bound 
to interpret the biblical text through their ideological lens, irrespective of whether they had 
acknowledged it and were distancing themselves from this pre-knowledge or not.24 
Contextual interpretation arrived at the understanding that essentially exegesis is 
eisegesis. Professor Fernando F. Segovia, in his reflections on his journey towards cultural 
studies and postcolonial criticism, writes ‘the longstanding and much-beloved distinction 
between exegesis and eisegesis had altogether collapsed and [I concluded] that all exegesis was 
ultimately eisegesis.’25 Contextual interpretation has correctly pointed out that the real issue 
was not whether ideology is allowed to critique the biblical text. That ideology does critique 
the biblical text is demonstrable from the work of all interpreters and Gadamer’s hermeneutical 
theory. The real issue is the persistent belief that some ideologies are assumed to be more 
beneficial and more worthy to critique the biblical text than others.26 Those worthy ideologies 
tended to be the ideologies that arise from the white male life experiences. 
This critique of the discipline has been met with varying degrees of acceptance in 
biblical criticism. On the one hand, we have seen the growing popularity of contextual 
 
21 Gadamer, Truth and Method, 263–64. 
22 Gadamer, Truth and Method, 299. 
23 Blount, Cultural Interpretation, 3–4. 
24 William W. Klein, “Authority of the Bible,” The Oxford Encyclopedia of Biblical Interpretation 53; Segovia, 
“Cultural Studies and Contemporary Biblical Criticism,” 4–6; Blount, Cultural Interpretation, 3–4. The work of 
Stephen Bevans is relevant here. Bevans’ comments regarding the intrinsic influence of context and culture on 
the theological task are equally relevant to biblical criticism (Stephen B. Bevans, Models of Contextual Theology, 
Revised and expanded ed. (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2002), ch. 1; Stephen B. Bevans, Essays in Contextual 
Theology; vol. 12 (Leiden; Boston, MA: Brill, 2018), 1–4). 
25 Fernando F. Segovia, “My Personal Voice: The Making of a Postcolonial Critic,” in The Personal Voice in 
Biblical Studies, ed. Kitzberger (London: Routledge, 1998), 31. 





interpretation in biblical criticism.27 On the other hand, contextual interpretation continues to 
be marginalised and shunned by the centre of the discipline. There is growing systemic pressure 
on minority critics to conform to the dominant (white male) centre.28 This marginalisation is 
often wrongly justified by the racially prejudiced belief that contextual interpretation lacks the 
same academic rigour as other forms of biblical criticism. In 2020, Dr Jione Havea and Dr 
Peter H. W. Lau strongly critiqued this bias in the discipline: 
No matter how one approaches or does contextual biblical interpretation, it is not 
appreciated alongside the two clusters of mainline methods of biblical criticism—
literary and historical criticisms. The preference (read: bias) for the mainline methods 
is alive and strong in, for example, the operations of the Society of Biblical Literature, 
the foremost international association of biblical scholars. When the gatekeepers of 
the mainline methods serve on steering committees and editorial boards and they are 
rigid about proper (i.e., mainline, traditional) methodology, the inspirations among 
self-proclaimed contextual critics are quickly extinguished. The upshots are, on the 
one hand, that the number of underrepresented and minoritized biblical scholars 
grows, and, on the other hand, that the number of minority biblical scholars who put 
on, love, and defend Franz Fanon’s metaphorical white mask increases even more.29 
 
27  For example, R. S. Sugirtharajah, Asian Biblical Hermeneutics and Postcolonialism: Contesting the 
Interpretations (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1998); R. S. Sugirtharajah, The Postcolonial Biblical Reader 
(Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishers, 2006); R. S. Sugirtharajah ed, Voices from the Margin: Interpreting the 
Bible in the Third World (Rev. and expanded 3rd ed.; New York: Orbis Books, 2006); R. S. Sugirtharajah ed, 
Voices from the Margin: Interpreting the Bible in the Third World (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis, SPCK, 1995); Rasiah 
S Sugirtharajah ed, Still at the Margins: Biblical Scholarship Fifteen Years After Voices from the Margin (London: 
T & T Clark, 2008); Roland Boer and Fernando F. Segovia, The Future of the Biblical Past: Envisioning Biblical 
Studies on a Global Key 66 (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2012); Fernando F. Segovia, 
Decolonizing Biblical Studies: A View from the Margins (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2000); Stephen D. Moore 
and Fernando F. Segovia, Postcolonial Biblical Criticism: Interdisciplinary Intersections (London; New York, 
NY: T & T Clark International, 2007); Fernando F. Segovia and R. S. Sugirtharajah, A Postcolonial Commentary 
on the New Testament Writings 13 (London; New York, NY: T & T Clark, 2007); Randall C. Bailey, et al., They 
Were All Together in One Place: Toward Minority Biblical Criticism 57 (Leiden; Boston, MA: Brill, 2009); 
Fernando F. Segovia and Mary Ann Tolbert, Reading from this Place: Social Location and Biblical Interpretation 
in Global Perspective 2 vols.; vol. 2 (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 1995); Fernando F. Segovia and Mary 
Ann Tolbert, Reading from this Place: Social Location and Biblical Interpretation in the United States 2 vols.; 
vol. 1 (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 1995); Musa W. Dube Shomanah, et al., Postcolonial Perspectives in 
African Biblical Interpretations (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2012); Dube Shomanah, 
Postcolonial Feminist Interpretation; Hans de Wit, Through the Eyes of Another: Intercultural Reading of the 
Bible (Elkhart, IN: Institute of Mennonite Studies, 2004); Blount, Cultural Interpretation; Blount, “Souls of 
Biblical Folks.”; Havea and Lau, “Context Matters.”; Havea, “Diaspora Contexted.”; Jione Havea, “Natives, 
reading, scriptures: In transit, in Pasifika,” in Colonial Contexts and Postcolonial Theologies: Storyweaving in 
the Asia-Pacific, eds. Brett and Havea (New York: Palgrave Macmillan US, 2014); Jione Havea, “Keep Your 
Vow: A Transtextual Reading of Numbers 30” (Doctoral Thesis, Southern Methodist University, 2000); Nasili 
Vakaʻuta, Reading Ezra 9–10 Tu'a-Wise: Rethinking Biblical Interpretation in Oceania (Atlanta, GA: Society of 
Biblical Literature, 2011); Vakaʻuta, “Voices of the Whenua.” 
28 Havea and Lau, “Context Matters,” 7. 
29 This is a reference to Frantz Fanon’s book Black Skin, White Masks (Frantz Fanon, Black Skin, White Masks 
(New York, NY: Grove Press, 1967)). In this book, Fanon describes his experience of needing to put on a 
metaphorical white mask to make himself acceptable to a predominantly white society. Professor Brian Blount, 
an African American biblical scholar, comments on a similar experience, ‘Texts are already interpreted arbitrarily, 
not according to individual constituent expectations, but according to a perspective of standard white Eurocentric 




In these scenarios, the general assumption is that contextual biblical scholars do not 
(know how to) do the mainline or proper methods of biblical criticism.30 
Biblical criticism continues to systemically perpetuate the ideology of Empire,31 colonisation,32 
and white privilege by marginalising those outside of this centre. As our complacency 
continues to be regularly confronted by racial turmoil in the world,33 we need to recognise that 
Empire, colonisation, and white privilege are urgent problems for our discipline. Professor 
Brian Blount, drawing on Segovia, is critical of biblical criticism should we ignore the problem: 
When biblical interpreters attempt to do their work exclusively on the side of the 
meaning line that alleges value and context-free scientific interpretation, they actually 
speak meaningfully, if not dangerously, to the social and political world in which their 
interpretive work is undertaken. Silence has a message all its own.34 
Looking more locally, biblical criticism in Aotearoa New Zealand is not exempt from this 
privileging ideology. Here too, there continues to be a similar marginalisation of contextual 
and, more poignantly, indigenous interpretation of the biblical text (as discussed above 
concerning my undergraduate theological education). 
 
 
has established, and subsequently adapt their individual circumstances to those norms. In accordance with such 
expectations, I was dutifully attempting to convey a Eurocentric interpretation of the text in a form that was 
adaptable to the inner-city youth group under my charge. I was trying to draw them into the sociological and 
linguistic framework of Eurocentric biblical interpretation and make them fit there, just as I had found for myself 
an adequate fit (Blount, Cultural Interpretation, 3; also Blount, “Souls of Biblical Folks,” 7–9). And similarly for 
Professor Fernando Segovia, ‘At the beginning of my academic and professional career in the late 1970s, I 
submitted an article for publication to one of the major journals of the discipline. At some point in this article, I 
wrote something to the effect that I discerned or perceived—I no longer recall the actual formulation—a particular 
structure in the passage under consideration. The article, which was accepted for publication, was returned with a 
request for a few minor changes, as suggested by the editorial readers. One of these changes, however, was phrased 
in a very different tone altogether, best described perhaps as a mixture of unbelief and exasperation. The reviewer 
thundered: The structure of a passage lies in the passage itself, not in the eyes of the exegete, and care should be 
taken to make sure that the language employed reflects such a critical given. This change I incorporated willingly 
and without hesitation, although the tone of the comment continued to strike me as most peculiar for years to 
come’ (Segovia, “My Personal Voice,” 27). 
30 Havea and Lau, “Context Matters,” 7. 
31 By “Empire,” I am referring to the concept of Empire in postcolonial criticism. This concept draws a link 
between the global colonisation and imperialism projects and the complicity of biblical criticism to maintain these 
power dynamics internally in the discipline and in its (absence of) colonial critique (Segovia, “My Personal Voice,” 
33–5; Sugirtharajah, Postcolonial Criticism, 26–7). 
32 In this context, by “colonisation,” I refer to the North American and Eurocentric discourse in biblical criticism, 
which tends to regard itself as the centre of the whole discipline. Professor Musa Dube refers to this as concept as 
Western Imperialism (Dube Shomanah, Postcolonial Feminist Interpretation, 12). We might consider 
colonisation as the way in which mainstream biblical criticism asserts its power over non-white, non-male biblical 
scholarship, despite its lack of universality. Later in the thesis “colonisation” will refer to the British colonisation 
of Maaori and Aotearoa New Zealand. 
33 Ihumaatao, Putiki Bay, Black Lives Matter, the genocide of Palestine by the state of Israel, the racial slurs used 
to refer to Covid-19. 




1.3 Why is the Problem important? 
Recently, however, in biblical scholarship in Aotearoa New Zealand, there has been an 
increasing interest in engaging in the contextual interpretation of the biblical text. This has 
been observed in two ways—first, the increase in Maaori scholarship on Maaori contextual 
interpretations of the biblical text; second, the increase in tauiwi (non-Maaori) scholarship, as 
demonstrated in the previous section, which has sought to engage in contextual interpretation. 
This increase in Maaori scholarship can be seen in the recent works of Rev Dr Henare 
Tate (Ngaati Tamatea, Ngaati Manawa, Te Rarawa),35  Rev Dr Wayne Te Kaawa (Ngaati 
Tuuwharetoa, Ngaai Tuuhoe),36 Rev Simon Moetara (Te Roroa, Ngaa Puhi) and Glen Tupuhi 
(Ngaati Paaoa),37 The Most Reverend Donald Tamihere (Ngaati Porou),38 and Rev Dr Beverley 
Moana Hall-Smith (Te Rarawa, Ngaa Puhi).39 This increase in indigenous biblical scholarship 
in Aotearoa New Zealand is an essential development for biblical criticism in this place. The 
works of these scholars are developing a new contextual interpretive theory for biblical 
criticism, bringing the perspectives and concerns of Maaori to the fore. These scholars have 
revealed new re-interpretations and re-constructions of the biblical texts and have significantly 
contributed to the ongoing work of decolonising the academy. 
Similarly, as will be demonstrated below (§1.5), there is a growing increase in concern 
for contextuality in interpretation from tauiwi scholarship (such as the works from Andrew,40 
McKinlay,41 and Vakaʻuta).42 The growing support and engagement with Maaori in biblical 
criticism in Aotearoa New Zealand by tauiwi scholars is an encouraging sign. However, it is 
also a cause to be wary. We must be wary because, as tauiwi, particularly those who are 
Paakehaa, we do not arrive at this conversation from a neutral and equitable position. Instead, 
 
35 Henare Tate, He Puna Iti i te Ao Mārama - A Little Spring in the World of Light (Auckland: Libro International, 
2012). 
36 Wayne Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology Through a Māori Lens” (Doctoral Thesis, University of Otago, 
2020). 
37 Simon Moetara, “Tutu te Puehu and the Tears of Joseph: Reflections and Insights on Conflict Resolution and 
Reconciliation,” in Living in the Family of Jesus, eds. Longgar and Meadowcroft (vol. 6 of Archer Studies in 
Pacific Christianity; Auckland: Archer Press, 2016). 
38 Donald Steven Tamihere, “Kua oti te tuhituhi: Towards a Māori Exegesis of the Bible.” (Master’s Thesis, 
Auckland, 2002). 
39 Beverley Moana Hall-Smith, “The Strange Woman in Proverbs 1–9 and Foreign Māori Women in Early 
Twentieth Century Māori Communities” (Master's Thesis, University of Auckland, 2007); Beverley Moana Hall-
Smith, “Whakapapa (Genealogy), A Hermeneutical Framework for Reading Biblical Texts: A Māori Woman 
Encounters Rape and Violence in Judges 19–21.” (Doctoral Thesis, Flinders University, 2017). 
40 M. E. Andrew, The Old Testament in Aotearoa New Zealand (Wellington: Anglican Church in Aotearoa, New 
Zealand, and Polynesia, 1999). 
41  Judith E. McKinlay, Troubling Women and Land: Reading Biblical Texts in Aotearoa New Zealand 59 
(Sheffield: Sheffield Pheonix Press, 2014). 




we arrive at this conversation from a place of power, self-appointed superiority, and as 
oppressors. We have built a system that has sought the oppression and elimination of Maaori 
through the ongoing settler colonisation project in Aotearoa New Zealand. 
Therefore, if we desire to engage in contextual interpretation of the biblical text, it is 
vitally important for us to critically examine the interpretive theory for our engagement with 
Maaori. If we genuinely desire to find a way to work together in an equitable partnership, we 
must pause first to consider how we might reframe our understanding. The risk of continuing 
to engage with Maaori without any concern for the interpretive theory is that our contextual 
work will inevitably lead towards re-colonisation and re-enforce the systemic colonial problem. 
Instead, we should examine our interpretive theory so that tauiwi scholars might support 
Maaori who are decolonising and enriching the academy rather than hindering their work. 
In a sense, this thesis is a ‘contexted’ 43  response to Katharine Doob Sakenfeld’s 
challenge that we ‘who live on the side of Empire, of the colonizers, historically and/or at the 
present moment, must consider our own place.’44 Presently, there is a gap in the scholarship 
around the interpretive theory for Paakehaa engaging with Maaori to interpret the biblical text. 
While some of the biblical scholars, as we will observe below, have provided some theory 
through postcolonial criticism (§1.5.3)45 and other interpretive approaches (§1.5.2, §1.5.4),46 
there remains a dire need for a critical examination of the theory in detail and at length. This 
problem is the central concern of this thesis. 
 
1.4 Definitions 
Before discussing some of the existing approaches of tauiwi engaging with Maaori around the 
meaning of the biblical text, it is prudent for us to define some terms for this thesis. These terms 
are “Maaori,” “Paakehaa,” “Tauiwi,” and “Equity” and “Relational Equity.” 
 
 
43 The term ‘contexted’ is borrowed from Jione Havea’s article “Diaspora Contexted” in which he argues that 
interpretation for migrants must go beyond merely being contextual but must become contexted and involved with 
the people (and the story of those people) on whose land we live. (Havea, “Diaspora Contexted.”) Havea’s article 
will be considered further in §4.3.2.4. 
44 Katharine Doob Sakenfeld, “Whose Text is It?,” Journal of Biblical Literature, vol. 127, no. 1 (2008): 14. 
45 McKinlay, Troubling Women and Land, xv-xxiii. 





The word “Maaori” commonly refers to the indigenous Polynesian people groups who are the 
original inhabitants of Aotearoa New Zealand. Prior to the arrival of Paakehaa, the word 
‘maaori’ merely meant ‘normal’ or ‘regular.’47 Hence, Scotty Morrison (Ngaati Whakaue) 
informs us that before the Paakehaa arrived, “Maaori” people did not exist. That is, the 
indigenous people of Aotearoa New Zealand were not known by the designation “Maaori.”48 
Instead, there were many autonomous iwi (tribes) and hapuu (sub-tribes) with complex social, 
relational, and political structures throughout Aotearoa New Zealand, who had their own terms 
for self-designation based on iwi or hapuu identity. 
The usage of the term “Maaori” to refer to the indigenous peoples of Aotearoa New 
Zealand was appropriated by colonial settlers as an essentialist racial term.49 As an essentialist 
term, it can problematically homogenise all indigenous iwi and hapuu into one monolithic 
group, 50  thereby flattening the unique identities of a diverse set of tribes, cultures, and 
languages into a fictitious unified theory about the people. The essentialisation of the 
indigenous people groups of Aotearoa New Zealand is problematic in a similar way that the 
peoples of Africa, the Middle East, and Asia have suffered the effects of essentialist 
terminology from colonisation.51 These taxonomic terms for diverse and unique sets of people 
groups create imaginary caricatures of the peoples, which are then used by colonial ideologies 
to oppress  peoples through racial prejudice.52 
 
47 Ranginui Walker, Ka whawhai tonu matou = Struggle Without End (Auckland; New York, NY: Penguin Books, 
1990), 94; Ranginui Walker, “Being Māori,” in Ngā Pepa a Ranginui = The Walker Papers, ed. Walker (Auckland: 
Penguin Books, 1996), 26. 
48 Scotty Morrison, “Scotty Morrison Explains Meaning of Word Pākehā After It was Labelled a Racist Term,” 
interview by Rimene-Sproat, Seven Sharp, TVNZ, 6 May 2019, https://www.tvnz.co.nz/one-news/new-
zealand/scotty-morrison-explains-meaning-word-p-keh-after-labelled-racist-term. 
49 Walker, Ka whawhai tonu matou, 84–7; Georgia Tuari Stewart, “Kaupapa Māori Theory as a Philosophy for 
Education,” in Critical Conversations in Kaupapa Māori, eds. Hoskins and Jones (Wellington: Huia Publishers, 
2017), 137; Jennifer Louise Plane-Te Paa, “Contestations: Bicultural Theological Education in Aotearoa New 
Zealand” (Doctoral Thesis, Graduate Theological Union, 2001), 44–9; Linda Tuhiwai Smith, Decolonizing 
Methodologies: Research and Indigenous Peoples (London: Zed Books, 2021), 30–1, 68–73, 82–4. 
50 Plane-Te Paa, “Contestations,” 70–1; Tahu Kukutai and John Taylor, “Postcolonial Profiling of Indigenous 
Populations: Limitations and Responses in Australia and New Zealand,” in Kaupapa Rangahau: A Reader, eds. 
Pihama, et al. (Hamilton: Te Kotahi Research Institute, 2015), 138. 
51 Edward W. Said, Orientalism, Reprinted with a new Preface ed. (London: Penguin Books, 2003), 104, 108; 
Sarah-Jane Tiakiwai, “Understanding and Doing Research - A Māori Position,” in Kaupapa Rangahau: A Reader, 
eds. Pihama, et al. (Hamilton: Te Kotahi Research Institute, 2015), 89; Mosese Ma’ilo, “The Challenge and 
Contribution of Postcolonial Theory to Theological Hermeneutics in Oceania,” in Faatoetoemuliola, ed. Ma’ilo 
(Apis, Samoa: Piula Theological College, 2018), 177. 
52  This racial prejudice is what Professor Edward Said describes, ‘Along with all other peoples variously 
designated as backward, degenerate, uncivilized, and retarded, the Orientals were viewed in a framework 
constructed out of biological determinism and moral-political admonishment. The Oriental was linked thus to 
elements in Western society (delinquents, the insane, women, the poor) having in common an identity best 




Despite the colonial intentions to essentialise the indigenous people of Aotearoa New 
Zealand, the term “Maaori” has been reclaimed by the tangata whenua (people of the land) as 
a positive term of self-designation. However, we must be attentive to affirm that Maaori are a 
diverse set of iwi and hapuu. Therefore, while one iwi or hapuu might understand a concept in 
a specific way, such an understanding does not necessarily reflect how all iwi and hapuu 
understand that same concept. 
The term “tangata whenua” is also a common term used to designate the indigenous 
Polynesian people groups in Aotearoa New Zealand.53 It is a positive term in contemporary use, 
acknowledging the relationship taangata Maaori (Maaori people) have with the land. It also 
acknowledges the long-standing generational relationship Maaori have with the land.54 The 
indigenous names of the land and landmarks, around Aotearoa New Zealand, are a testament 
to these ancestral relationships. 
Recently, in his doctoral thesis, Rev Dr Wayne Te Kaawa has questioned the origin of 
the designation “tangata whenua” as an indigenous term.55 In reflecting on the designations 
used in He Whakaputanga, Te Tiriti o Waitangi, and the Kawenata Tawhito (1868), Te Kaawa 
notices that the language referring to ngaa taangata Maaori and indigenous people changes. For 
example, in He Whakaputanga o te Rangatiratanga o Nu Tireni, Maaori are primarily named 
using three terms: ‘whakaminenga o ngā Hapū (assembly of subtribes) whenua rangatira 
(chiefs of the land) and mana i te whenua (authority in the land) but there is no mention of the 
words tangata whenua.’56 Again, in Te Tiriti o Waitangi, we read the designations ‘tangata 
Māori (Māori people), ngā hapū (subtribes), ngā rangatira (the chiefs) and whakaminenga (the 
assembly of people) to describe Māori but the words tangata whenua are not included.’57 Te 
Kaawa importantly points out that these texts were translated by Paakehaa, who had a good 
working knowledge of te reo Maaori, and that it is unlikely that they would have been 
completely ignorant of the term tangata whenua if it existed.  
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Two possibilities are that the Paakehaa were aware of the term “tangata whenua” but 
believed that it held a connotation deemed unsuitable for these documents (a view which is 
sympathetic to the intentions of the Paakehaa translators), or that the Paakehaa translators may 
have deemed the term too obstructing for the progress of the colonisation of Aotearoa New 
Zealand. However, the translators may have understood that the self-designation implicitly 
recognised certain inalienable rights, rights that would have been further entrenched in the 
treaty had the term been used (a view which is critical to the intentions of the Paakehaa 
translators). 
Te Kaawa offers another possible explanation, speculating that “tangata whenua” may 
have become a self-designation for tangata Maaori following the translation of the Old 
Testament into te reo Maaori, because the term had deep resonance for tangata Maaori at that 
time.58 This designation is also used in “Te Karere Maori” (“The Maori Messenger”), from at 
least 1849, to refer to the indigenous people of a particular place, both inside59 and outside60 
 
58 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 126–27. 
59 ‘Ka tae mai nga tangata maori kotahi rau ki tera taha o te awa, ka kite nga pakeha kahore ano i ahua pai ta ratou 
ahua koia i mea ai, kia hoki ai ki te kaipuke, kei tutu ano, mate ano etahi o nga tangata whenua’ (“Untitled 
Article,” Maori Messenger: Te Karere Maori 1, no. 1 (Date 1849); 4).  
Te whakapaakehaa: ‘Two [sic] hundred natives came to the other side of the river. The whites seeing that they 
did not seem peaceably inclined, determined to return to the ship, lest another quarrel should arise, and move 
natives lose their lives’ (“Untitled Article,” 4). 
‘Engari te mea tino he, ki ta matou titiro, ko ta Ngatimaniapoto, he kawe i ona toto ki runga ki to tera tangata 
whenua wakaheke ai’ (Eruera Kahawai and Wiremu Kingi Tuahangata, “He Reta Maori,” Maori Messenger: Te 
Karere Maori 7, no. 19 (Date 1860); 11). 
Te whakapaakehaa: ‘The worst thing in our opinion, is, the Ngatimaniapoto going to spill their blood on the land 
of other people’ (Eruera Kahawai and Wiremu Kingi Tuahangata, “Maori Correspondence ” Maori Messenger: 
Te Karere Maori 7, no. 19 (Date 1860); 11. 
‘Na, ka tutu ngarahu, ka whakakite i nga mahi a mua, i ta te Maori whawhai, he mea kia kite ai te tauhou; muri 
iho ka whai korero te tangata whenua me te manuhiri’ (“Hakari Kirihimete ki Takapuna,” Maori Messenger: Te 
Karere Maori 6, no. 3 (Date 1859); 4). 
Te whakapaakehaa: ‘War dances, and a sham fight were got up to gratify the curiosity of the strangers, after 
which complimentary speeches were exchanged’ (“Christmas Feast at Takapuna,” Maori Messenger: Te Karere 
Maori 6, no. 3 (Date 1859); 4). 
60 For example: ‘Ko te tikanga hoki tenei e pai rawa ana te reo o Ingarangi i nga reo katoa, e hara i te reo o te iwi 
kotahi, otira, ko nga kupu pai o nga tini reo nei ka kohia, ka apitiria ki te reo o nga tangata whenua o Ingarangi’ 
(“Ko nga Tikanga i nui ai nga Taonga a te Pakeha,” Maori Messenger: Te Karere Maori 1, no. 3 (Date 1849); 2). 
Te whakapaakehaa: ‘The cause of the superiority of the English language is, that it is not the language of one 
people only, but that it is composed of the best words from a great many other tongues, as well as of those which 
the people of Britain first spoke’ (“The Origin of the Wealth of the English People,” Maori Messenger: Te Karere 
Maori 1, no. 3 (Date 1849); 2). 
‘Tuaono o nga ra i muri iho o te whakauranga ka turia ki nga toropuke o Amara, 45,000 ra nei, e 50,000 ra nei o 
te tangata whenua 50,000 o te taua’ (“Te Whainga ki te Marangai,” Maori Messenger: Te Karere Maori 1, no. 
1 (Date 1855); 18). 
Te whakapaakehaa: ‘The first battle fought, on the 6th day after landing, was on the heights of the Alma, the 
enemy numbering from 45,000 to 50,000, and the allies 50,000’ (“The War in the East,” Maori Messenger: Te 
Karere Maori 1, no. 1 (Date 1855); 18). 
‘Ko te Kepa o Kuru Hopa (Cape of Good Hope) he tokomaha nga Pakeha e noho ana - reira. Ko nga Pakeha nana 
i noho wawe no Horana (Holland). No muri mai ka riro i te Paheha [sic] o Ingarangi (England). Ko nga tangata 
whenua o reira, ehara i te pango rawa’ (“He Korero Mo Nga Whenua Katoa o Te Ao Nei,” Maori Messenger: Te 




Aotearoa New Zealand. From these appearances of “tangata whenua” we can determine that 
the designation has been in use since at least 1849. Nevertheless, Te Kaawa correctly points 
out a gap in knowledge around the origin of the term tangata whenua.61 Further research into 
oral tradition, writings, and early Te Paipera Tapu manuscripts is required to determine 
whether this was an indigenous term or a term that originated from a Paakehaa translation of 
the biblical text and then was taken up by tangata Maaori to refer to themselves.62 
I will continue to use the term “Maaori,” along with “tangata whenua” and “indigenous,” 
to refer to the indigenous people of Aotearoa New Zealand, the original people. The term 
Maaori reminds us, in its original meaning, that the indigenous people of Aotearoa New 
Zealand are the normal people of Aotearoa New Zealand. This sense of normality is recognised 
in the term “maori” in the preamble and third clause of Te Tiriti o Waitangi (Appendix 4). As 
Professor Ranginui Walker pointed out,  
The word maori means normal, usual or ordinary which through usage has become 
capitalised to refer to the Maori people collectively. Prior to the third article of the 
Treaty, Maori people had been variously referred to as New Zealanders, natives and 
aborigines. Thus the Treaty of Waitangi is the first official document to cite the Maori 
people as the indigenous people of New Zealand.63 
Hence, this understanding of Maaori, as the indigenous and normal people of Aotearoa New 
Zealand, quite firmly establishes Paakehaa as people who were originally strangers. Through 
the invitation and welcome of Maaori to live with them in their land, however, the stranger 
identity transforms into a relational identity. Therefore, the term Maaori is a reminder that 
Paakehaa are in a sacred treaty partnership with all iwi and hapuu. However, we must still be 
carefully conscious of essentialisations and fabricating false constructs as we engage in 
dialogue with tangata whenua. Although there is a vast similarity between the culture, 
knowledge, and tikanga of iwi and hapuu, there remains diversity too. 
 
 
Te whakapaakehaa: ‘There are many Europeans living at the Cape of Good Hope. The Dutch first settled there 
from Holland, and afterwards the English. It belongs to the English now. The African people there are not as 
black as those inland’ (“Geography, or The World We Live In,” Maori Messenger: Te Karere Maori 1, no. 7 
(Date 1855); 12). 
61 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 127. 
62 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 127. 





The term “Paakehaa” is a Maaori word used to designate non-Maaori in Aotearoa New Zealand. 
The meaning of this term, “Paakehaa,” has become somewhat contentious in popular culture 
for colonial settlers. There are speculations by Paakehaa people around the origins of the word 
“Paakehaa.” Some believe that the word’s original meaning was a derogatory and racist 
designation by Maaori in the early 19th century, meaning white pig, pigskin, white flea, or white 
ghost.64 We can observe the disdain and anxiety of some colonial settlers in Aotearoa New 
Zealand for the designation “Paakehaa” in opinion pieces such as the one offered by Barrie 
Davis in 2013 in the Dominion Post, which reads, in part: 
I expect that it would not be acceptable to refer to Maori using an English word such 
as aborigine. Similarly, I wish not to be called a Maori word and wish to be referred 
to with an English word. I feel that being called “Pakeha” is derogatory and I feel 
insulted when I am referred to with that word. To my mind it is equivalent to referring 
to a Maori as a “darkie” which is considered inappropriate.65 
Some of this disdain is likely linked to a poorly written article in An Encyclopaedia of 
New Zealand from 1966. This article suggests that the term Paakehaa might be derived ‘From 
keha: a flea. From poaka: a pig.’66 However,  Professor Bruce Biggs (Ngaati Maniapoto; whose 
doctoral work specialised in Maaori linguistics) found these suggestions untenable. Regarding 
the word “keha,” there is a lack of conformation to the sound rules in te reo Maaori since “keha” 
lacks the distinctive final long vowel found in Paakehaa.67 Furthermore, in the case of a link 
with the word “poaka,” Biggs does not even entertain the suggestion as there is no link between 
the two words.68 
Two reasonable arguments suggesting the origin of the word have been made. Firstly, 
the term may be derived from the term “paakehakeha,” which was the name of a group of 
beings from the ocean that resembled fish and people.69 Biggs writes, ‘This word contains a 
reduplication of the Maori word keha meaning “pale”. [In this suggestion] White men, like 
 
64 Morrison, “Scotty Morrison Explains Meaning of Word Pākehā After It was Labelled a Racist Term,” Seven 
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paakehakeha, came from the sea.’70 Second, it may have derived from the word “pakepakehaa,” 
which was the name for another group of beings who came from the mountain forests, ‘a 
mythical fair-skinned people.’ 71  Professor Ranginui Walker (Whakatoohea) and Morrison 
believe that the term “Paakehaa” originates from the designation used by Maaori to name the 
Tuurehu fairy people who were of light skin; i.e., “Pakepakehaa.”72 Walker writes, ‘The word 
is derived from pakepakeha or pakehakeha, which are defined in William’s Dictionary as 
“imaginary beings resembling men, with fair skins”.’73 This argument does not convince Biggs. 
He writes, ‘it will be noted that each of these competing versions has one of the long vowels 
of paakehaa but neither has both.’74 
Nevertheless, Biggs and Morrison firmly refute that the word Paakehaa originates from 
any derogatory terms in te reo Maaori.75 Neither does Walker entertain the idea. Morrison 
believes that this confusion around the meaning of Paakehaa is rooted in misconceptions and 
misinterpretations.76 Biggs reasons that the word, like the term Maaori, is not inherently a 
pejorative term but can be used pejoratively.77 This refutation of the term Paakehaa being 
inherently derogatory holds weight as we look back to the early encounters between Maaori 
and Paakehaa. We see that the early colonial settlers, particularly the missionaries who were 
skilled in speaking and understanding te reo Maaori, were unperturbed by the designation 
“Paakehaa.” As Biggs points out, the term was used to designate the subjects of the Crown (i.e., 
the white people) in Te Tiriti o Waitangi, which white people wrote.78 
The term is also used in He Whakaputanga o te Rangatiratanga o Nu Tireni (Appendix 
4) to describe the friendly relations between Maaori and the Crown subjects.79 Walker argues 
that the word was a designation for a people without a tribal identity like the indigenous people 
of Aotearoa New Zealand: ‘Prior to the advent of Europeans, Maori people had no single term 
for themselves. People were distinguishable from one another by their tribal names. But with 
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the coming of the whalers, sealers and traders, the word Paakehaa was used to designate the 
strangers.’80 Hence, with all this uncertainty around the term’s origins, Biggs states, ‘The case 
is not closed. What we can be sure of is that the term Paakehaa appeared in North Auckland 
before l8l5 and was well established as a respectable term for white men by 1840 when it occurs 
in the Preamble to the Treaty of Waitangi.’81  
As the term is used today, Paakehaa continues to refer to people of white European 
descent, particularly British descent. While the term might be used most commonly to refer to 
such people who live in Aotearoa New Zealand, its use is not limited to people of white 
European descent in Aotearoa New Zealand but can also be used more broadly to refer to the 
same descendants who live outside of Aotearoa New Zealand. However, the term’s meaning 
has been influenced by Paakehaa violently colonising Aotearoa New Zealand and the world. It 
would seem, therefore, that if there is a derogatory connotation of the term, it is self-inflicted 
(i.e., Paakehaa has a derogatory connotation because of our (Paakehaa) historical violations of 
Te Tiriti) in a similar way that the designation “white” might be considered to be a derogatory 
term. All in all, such a derogatory connotation does not originate from te reo Maaori. 
I must note that this designation is not mutually exclusive with Maaori, as many Maaori 
have Paakehaa ancestors. In this thesis, however, I will be primarily using the term “Paakehaa” 
as the designation for the people in Aotearoa New Zealand who are of white British, European, 
and/or American descent and who do not descend from indigenous Maaori genealogy and, 
therefore, possess a shorter relationship to the land, i.e., white non-Maaori. 
 
1.4.3 Tauiwi 
In discussing the meaning of the term Paakehaa, we must also look towards another designation, 
“tauiwi.” The term “tauiwi” is a compound word. It is made from the prefix “tau-,” which 
means different or strange, and the word “iwi,” which means ‘Bone … Nation, people,’82 and 
is often translated as “tribe” in English. Together, the word “tauiwi” literally means 
“different/strange bone/tribe/people.” It has come to hold a connotation of people not from this 
land, i.e., non-indigenous, non-Maaori. In this connotation, Paakehaa are a subgroup of 
“tauiwi.”83 Even when this particular connotation is invoked, it is not mutually exclusive with 
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“Maaori.” Again, there are also Maaori with foreign descent distinct from Paakehaa and Maaori 
descent. 
“Tauiwi” is also a word that has been commonly used throughout the biblical text. In 
the Maaori biblical text, “tauiwi” picks up another connotation. In the Kawenata Tawhito (Old 
Testament), “tauiwi” designates the non-Israelite nations. “Tauiwi” is usually used as a 
translation for יֹוּג  (gôy), although occasionally it is used as a translation for םַע  (ʿǎm). For 
example: 
Ka peia hoki e ahau ngā tauiwi84 i tōu aroaro. (Exo 34:24a)85 
Nā, puritia, mahia; ko tō koutou whakaaro nui hoki ia, me tō koutou mōhio ki te titiro 
mai a ngā tauiwi.86 (Deut 4:6a)87 
Nāu ahau i tiaki hei upoko mō ngā tauiwi.88 (2 Sam 22:44b)89 
In the Kawenata Hou (New Testament), “tauiwi” is commonly used as a designation for 
non-Jews. “Tauiwi” is provided as the translation for ἔθνος. In the NRSV, ἔθνος is often 
translated as “gentiles,” “nations,” or “pagans.” For example: 
’Ka tukua ia ki ngā tauiwi90 kia tāwaia, kia whiua, kia rīpekatia; ā, i te toru o ngā rā 
ka whakaarahia ake.’ (Matt 20:19)91 
Ā, ka hinga rātou i te mata o te hoari, ka riro pārau ki ngā iwi katoa. Ā, ka takahia 
Hiruhārama e ngā tauiwi,92 kia rite rā anō ngā wā o ngā tauiwi.93 (Luk 21:24)94 
Ā, ka whai tohu te rā, te marama, me ngā whetū, ā, ki runga ki te whenua he pāwera 
nō ngā tauiwi,95 he tūmatatenga ki te haruru o te moana, o te ngaru.’ (Luk 21:25)96 
 
to refer to other Maaori tribes. In this case, it refers to the other tribes south of the Hauraki (Appendix 3). 
84 Hebrew: ֙םִיֹוּג , gô·yim; NRSV: ‘nations’ 
85 Te whakapaakehaa: The nations [‘ngā tauiwi’] will be expelled by me in your presence. 
86 Hebrew: םיִּ֑מַע , ʿǎm·mîm; NRSV: ‘peoples’ 
87 Te whakaapaakehaa: Now, hold on to and observe, great is your wisdom and your thoughts in the sight of the 
other nations [‘ngā tauiwi’]. 
88 Hebrew: םִ֔יֹוּג , gô·yim; NRSV: ‘nations’ 
89 Te whakapaakehaa: You guarded me to be the head for the other nations [‘ngā tauiwi’]. 
90 Greek: ἔθνεσιν, ethnesin; NRSV: ‘gentiles’ 
91 Te whakapaakehaa: He was handed to the other peoples [‘ngā tauiwi’] to be jeered, lashed, and crucified; and, 
on the third day he will be risen. 
92 Greek: ἐθνῶν, ethnōn; NRSV: ‘gentile’ 
93 Greek: ἐθνῶν, ethnōn; NRSV: ‘gentile’ 
94 Te whakapaakehaa: And, they will be overcome by the blade of the sword and taken captive to all the tribes. 
And, Jerusalem will be trampled by the other nations [‘ngā tauiwi’] until the times of the other nations [‘ngā 
tauiwi’] are prepared. 
95 Greek: ἐθνῶν, ethnōn; NRSV: ‘nations’ 
96 Te whakapaakehaa: And, signs will be in the sun, the moon, and the stars, and on the land will be a dismay 




Nā, ko tōku whakaaro tēnei; kia kaua e whakararua te hunga e tahuri ana mai ki te 
Atua i roto i ngā tauiwi’97 (Acts 15:19)98 
Kua pakū noa atu te rongo he pūremu kei roto i a koutou, he tū pūremu kāhore nei i 
roto i ngā tauiwi,99 arā, kua riro i tētahi o koutou te wahine a tōna pāpā. (1 Cor 5:1)100 
As we turn to Christian theology and biblical studies, “tauiwi” also possessed the 
distorted connotation of “those not chosen by God.” However, I think that this meaning given 
to the word from Christian theology and biblical studies is a poor distortion of the denotation 
of the word “tauiwi” (other/different tribe). Hence, this particular connotation from Christian 
theology and biblical studies as found in Te Paipera Tapu is not what I refer to when I use 
“tauiwi” in this thesis. Instead, “tauiwi” throughout this thesis is a term differentiating from 
Maaori and Paakehaa to refer to all people who are not Maaori descendants (once again, this 
term is not mutually exclusive with Maaori or Paakehaa) 
 
1.4.4 Equity and Relational Equity 
Throughout the thesis, I will be employing the terms “equity” and “relational equity.” Within 
some understandings of pay equity, the term refers to the ‘equal remuneration for work of equal 
value.’101 However, in systems of inequity, this form of equity is not demonstrated. Hence, 
Professor Graham Hingangaroa Smith (Ngaati Porou) draws on David Lange (former Prime 
Minister of New Zealand, 1984–1989) to define equitable approaches to inequitable issues. In 
seeking to reach equity in an inequitable system, he says, ‘equity is unequal input for equal 
outcome.’102  Such unequal inputs are necessary because of generations of unequal inputs, 
which have produced highly unequal outcomes (such as historical and ongoing colonisation in 
Aotearoa New Zealand; §2.4). These terms draw upon the systemic realities which 
intentionally bias specific groups of people towards certain roles in society because of the 
 
97 Greek: ἐθνῶν, ethnōn; NRSV: ‘gentiles’ 
98 Te whakapaakehaa: Now, this is my decision; do not trouble the group who are turning to God in the other 
nations [‘ngā tauiwi’]. 
99 Greek: ἔθνεσιν, ethnesin; NRSV: ‘pagans’ 
100 Te whakapaakehaa: It has been reported that there is illicit sex among you, a type of illicit sex not even among 
the other peoples [‘ngā tauiwi’], namely, one of you have taken the wife of their father. 
101 Jane Parker and Noelle Donnelly, “The Revival and Refashioning of Gender Pay Equity in New Zealand,” 
Journal of Industrial Relations, vol. 62, no. 4 (2020): 561; see also, Anne Junor, et al., “Valuing Skills: Helping 
Mainstream Gender Equity in the New Zealand State Sector,” Public Policy and Administration, vol. 24, no. 2 
(2009): 197–98. 
102 Graham Hingangaroa Smith, “Chapter Three: Equity as Critical Praxis: The Self-Development of Te Whare 




social imaginary.103 We can identify such a systemic issue in the present employment disparity 
in the demographics of the university academic workforce. 
Dr Tara McAllister (Te Aitanga a Mahaki, Ngaati Porou), Professor Joanna Kidman 
(Ngaati Maniapoto, Ngaati Raukawa), Olivia Rowley (Ngaai Tahu), and Dr Reremoana 
Theodore (Ngaa Puhi, Te Arawa) have collated and analysed the ethnic employment data of 
the eight universities throughout Aotearoa New Zealand. 104  They have demonstrated that 
despite the prevalence of official diversity policies in each of the universities, the employment 
levels of Maaori in academic positions have been steadily kept far below representative 
numbers in relation to population statistics.105 This is despite a significant increase in Maaori 
student enrolments at universities in Aotearoa New Zealand. The enrolment data from 2017 
demonstrates a 227% increase in comparison with the data from 1994.106 Furthermore, in the 
demographic data of doctoral-level study, ‘the number of Māori doctoral students rose by 26% 
between 2008 and 2016.’ 107  Despite these increases in Maaori student enrolments, the 
employment of Maaori in academic positions between 2012 and 2017 has steadily ‘remained 
at around 5% of the academic workforce.’108 
Table 1: ‘Māori academic staff employed by universities as a percentage of total staff 2012–2017’109 
 
This is also evident in the pay and positional inequities between Paakehaa males and 
Maaori and Pacific women in universities.110 McAllister et al. demonstrate a continuing pay 
 
103 Smith, “The Dialectic Relation of Theory and Practice,” 25; Patricia Todd and Joan Eveline, “The Gender Pay 
Gap in Western Australia: Gross Inequity, Women Still ‘Counting for Nothing’?,” Labour & Industry: A Journal 
of the Social and Economic Relations of Work, vol. 18, no. 2 (2007): 106–7. 
104 McAllister, et al., “Why Isn't My Professor Māori?.” 
105 McAllister, et al., “Why Isn't My Professor Māori?,” 242. 
106 McAllister, et al., “Why Isn't My Professor Māori?,” 237. 
107 McAllister, et al., “Why Isn't My Professor Māori?,” 237. 
108 McAllister, et al., “Why Isn't My Professor Māori?,” 235. 
109 McAllister, et al., “Why Isn't My Professor Māori?,” 240. 
110 Tara G McAllister, et al., “Glass Ceilings in New Zealand Universities: Inequities in Māori and Pacific 





disparity between non-Maaori non-Pacific men and Maaori and Pacific women and a disparity 
in professoriate demographics or being promoted to the professoriate.111 
Table 2: ‘All academic staff employed at universities by position, with Māori academic staff by 
position and gender 2012–2017’112 
 
Hence, McAllister et al. rightly argue that there is much work to be done to reach the minimum 
milestone of proportional representation of Maaori academics within the universities in 
Aotearoa New Zealand.113 However, this proportional form of representation does not yet begin 
to consider the vision of ‘meaningful partnerships with Māori’114 in universities, which should 
see Maaori academics ‘employed at all levels of seniority and exist in all colleges and 
departments in universities at greater numbers than population parity.’115 These persistent racial 
 
111 McAllister, et al., “Glass Ceilings in New Zealand Universities,” 277–79; McAllister, et al., “Why Isn't My 
Professor Māori?,” 240–41. The gender inequity, in general, is also demonstrated in Ann Brower and Alex James, 
“Research Performance and Age Explain Less Than Half of the Gender Pay Gap in New Zealand Universities,” 
PLoS ONE, vol. 15, no. 1 (2020): 1–2. The paper from McAllister et al. further demonstrates how inequity as it 
relates to ethnicity exacerbates inequity as it relates to gender. 
112 McAllister, et al., “Why Isn't My Professor Māori?,” 241. 
113 McAllister, et al., “Why Isn't My Professor Māori?,” 244–46. 
114 McAllister, et al., “Why Isn't My Professor Māori?,” 245. 




prejudices maintain inequity. Hence, inequity refers to the unfair systemic conditions which 
favour specific people groups and disadvantage other people groups based on race, gender, 
sexuality.116 
In this thesis, relational inequity refers to the intentional architecture of a relationship 
that places one relational partner in a position of superiority because they have power over 
wider systemic factors. This understanding of equity is essential for this thesis as we consider 
the relationship between Maaori and Paakehaa. Since the signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi, the 
positions of equity enforced by Paakehaa have placed a low value on Maaori. Such enforcement 
of inequitable positions through a socialised racist understanding about Maaori has invariably 
led the relationship between Maaori and Paakehaa to a place of relational inequity, a 
relationship constructed to actively and passively oppress Maaori and benefit Paakehaa (this 
relationship between Maaori and Paakehaa will be discussed further in §2.4 and throughout 
Chapter 5). 
 
1.5 Existing Approaches 
 
1.5.1 Introduction 
The idea of tauiwi producing a contextual interpretation of the biblical text that engages with 
tangata whenua (people of the land) is not new to scholarship. This section will briefly examine 
the contextual interpretative work of Maurice E. Andrew,117 Rev Dr Judith McKinlay,118 and 
Rev Dr Nāsili Vakaʻuta.119 Each of these tauiwi scholars has engaged with Maaori as they have 
interpreted the biblical text. While there are other tauiwi scholars in this area of research,120 this 
 
116 Shirley Simmonds, et al., “Kaupapa Māori Epidemiology,” in Kaupapa Rangahau: A Reader, eds. Pihama, et 
al. (Hamilton: Te Kotahi Research Institute, 2015), 126. 
117 Andrew, Old Testament in Aotearoa. 
118  Judith E. McKinlay, “Slipping Across Borders and Bordering on Conquest: A Contrapuntal Reading of 
Numbers 13,” in Troubling Women and Land, ed. McKinlay (vol. 59 of The Bible in the Modern World, eds. 
Exum, et al.; Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix Press, 2014). 
119 Vakaʻuta, “Voices of the Whenua.” 
120 Such as: Philip Cody, Seeds of the Word - Ngā kākano o te Kupu: The Meeting of Māori Spirituality and 
Christianity (Wellington: Steele Roberts, 2004); Jack Lewis, et al., Koru and Covenant: Reflections on Hebrew 
and Maori Spirituality in Aotearoa (Orewa: ColCom Press, 1995); Mary Huie-Jolly, “Maori “Jews” and a 
Resistant Reading of John 5.10–47,” in The Postcolonial Biblical Reader, ed. Sugirtharajah (Malden, MA: 
Blackwell Publishers, 2006); McKinlay, Troubling Women and Land; Elaine Mary Wainwright, “‘Save Us! We 
Are Perishing!’: Reading Matthew 8:23–27 in the Face of Devastating Floods,” in Bible, Borders, Belonging(s): 




group is a good representation of these scholars. Together, they demonstrate some of the 
developments in interpretive practice as they each engage with Maaori. In this review of the 
current scholarship, I will focus on how each scholar engages with tangata whenua. I will then 
identify various areas for improvement in how that engagement is occurring. In response, this 
thesis will seek to develop an interpretive theory to begin to incorporate the developments and 
address the issues that have been identified. 
 
1.5.2 Maurice E. Andrew 
Maurice E. Andrew is a Paakehaa biblical scholar specialising in the Old Testament and an 
ordained minister in the Presbyterian Church of Aotearoa New Zealand. Andrew was born in 
1932 in Auckland. In 1958, Andrew completed his doctoral thesis at Universität zu Heidelberg 
(University of Heidelberg) titled “Die ausserhexateuchischen Überlieferungen der 
Heilsgeschichte.” 121  After completing his doctorate, Andrew taught at Massey University, 
Knox Theological Hall, and the University of Otago. 122  An important focus throughout 
Andrew’s work is the interpretation of the Old Testament in Aotearoa New Zealand. 
Andrew was among the first Paakehaa biblical scholars (published 1999) to engage with 
Maaori concepts and narratives as he interpreted the biblical text. In The Old Testament in 
Aotearoa New Zealand,123 Andrew states the title of his book refers to two things. First, this ‘is 
a book on the Old Testament that is written by a New Zealander and that tries to draw at least 
some implications for life in Aotearoa New Zealand.’ 124  Second, the title references the 
influence of the Old Testament in Aotearoa New Zealand, ‘particularly in the history of Māori 
in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.’125 In order to undertake this task, Andrew 
‘adopts a contextual approach to the Old Testament.’126 While Andrew engages in serious 
scholarship throughout, the book is also written as ‘supporting material [for] the Education for 
 
Literature, 2014); Murray Rae, “The Subversive Theology of Rua Kēnana,” in Mana Māori and Christianity, eds. 
Morrison, et al. (Wellington: Huia Publishers, 2012). 
121  M. E. Andrew, “Die ausserhexateuchischen Überlieferungen der Heilsgeschichte” (Doctoral Thesis, 
Universität zu Heidelberg, 1958). Te whakapaakehaa: “The extra-hexateuchal traditions of the history of salvation” 
122 Helen Watson White, “From Generation to Generation,” Journal of New Zealand Literature, vol., no. 18/19 
(2000). 
123 Andrew, Old Testament in Aotearoa. 
124 Andrew, Old Testament in Aotearoa, 3. 
125 Andrew, Old Testament in Aotearoa, 3. 





A complete review of Andrew’s work is far beyond the scope of this current section. 
Therefore, this review of his work will focus on Andrew’s engagement with Maaori concepts 
and narratives in the interpretive process in two specific chapters: “The Foundations: Creation 
and humanity”129 and “Joshua: the Occupation of the Land.”130 In these chapters, there are three 
aspects of Andrew’s engagement with tangata whenua that I would like to highlight. 
First, Andrew tends towards engaging through a brief analysis of similarities and 
contrasts. When Andrew engages with Maaori narratives and concepts, he often places the two 
narratives or concepts side-by-side to point out the similarities between the perspective 
recorded in the biblical text and a perspective from tangata whenua. This form of engagement 
demonstrates a tentative and gradual way to begin a dialogue with one another. Andrew’s 
interpretive theory is a significant development from early missionary interpretive theories, 
which tended towards the domination of the biblical text over Maaori perspectives. Andrew’s 
theory represents a positive beginning step away from a position of outright superiority and 
domination and towards a loftier goal of dialogical interpretive engagement through equality 
and love of one another. 
However, this form of engagement often lacks evidence of a meaningful conversation 
between the two narratives or concepts. For example, Andrew’s engagement with the 
indigenous people of Aotearoa New Zealand tends to seek out parallelisms between the stories 
in the biblical text and the oral histories and written histories of tangata whenua. These 
parallelisms are demonstrated in Andrew’s connection between the creation narrative in 
Genesis 1 and the cosmogony in Maaori oral history (as retold and re-interpreted by James 
Irwin)131  and Andrew’s likening of the tension between the different creation accounts of 
 
127 Education for Ministry (also known as EfM) was an Anglican learning programme for adults in the Anglican 
Church in Aotearoa, New Zealand and Polynesia. According to their website, ’The Education for Ministry 
programme originated from The University of the South, Sewanee, Tennessee, USA. … EfM was launched in 
New Zealand in 1979 through the enterprise of an Anglican bishop who had encountered the course in the USA’ 
(Education for Ministry NZ, “History,” Education for Ministry NZ, 5 May 2021 2021, accessed 29 August 2021, 
http://www.efm.org.nz/history.html. ) However, today Education for Ministry is an interdenominational 
programme; ‘EfM is respected by major denominations as a significant lay training programme. Many 
denominations are or have been represented in the New Zealand EfM programme: Anglican, Apostolic, Baptist, 
Church of Christ, Lutheran, Methodist, Open Brethren, Presbyterian, Quaker, Roman Catholic, Salvation Army 
and Union & Co-operating congregations’ (Education for Ministry NZ, “History.” ) 
128 Paul Dyer, “Foreword” in Andrew, Old Testament in Aotearoa, 2. 
129 Andrew, Old Testament in Aotearoa, 15–41. 
130 Andrew, Old Testament in Aotearoa, 177–192. 
131 J. Irwin, An Introduction to Maori Religion: Its Character Before European Contact and Its Survival in 
Contemporary Maori and New Zealand Culture (Bedford Park, South Australia: Australian Association for the 




Genesis 1 and 2 to the tension of also listening to the Maaori creation accounts.132 The same 
can be said about the parallelisms he draws between the biblical Fall narrative and an 
indigenous account of the death of Maaui (a Maaori Demigod) as he sought to steal eternal life 
from Hine-nui-te-po133 (‘the great woman of the place of departed spirits’).134 
Through these parallelisms, Andrew’s commentary takes a respectful and cautious 
approach to engage with indigenous perspectives. Andrew engages in good faith through his 
commentary as he draws on these indigenous perspectives and narratives. The juxtaposition of 
his analysis alongside the various narratives and histories from tangata whenua leaves the 
reader to make their own conclusions concerning how the two perspectives might be reconciled 
or exist in tension with one another. However, Andrew is also very cautious in his approach. 
While these various Maaori narratives and histories are present throughout his work, it is often 
not clear how they have influenced his reading and understanding of the text. In this specific 
work, the parallelisms do not seem to directly affect his analysis of the text to any noticeable 
degree. 
Nevertheless, it is important to remember that The Old Testament in Aotearoa New 
Zealand was published as an accessible teaching resource for a church ministry unit rather than 
as an academy-focused text. Furthermore, it was produced in 1999 as one of the first of its kind. 
Nevertheless, understandings around cultural engagement and concerns have developed 
significantly over the past twenty-two years. Andrew’s inclusion of the narratives and his 
holding of them together in an uneasy tension allowed him to begin to recognise the validity 
and legitimacy of Maaori narrative and concepts for interpreting the biblical text. 
Second, Andrew’s contextualisation is primarily focused on the influence of the Old 
Testament in the history of tangata whenua. In contextualisation, while it is important to 
examine how the text has already influenced recent thought, it is also important to examine 
how these thoughts critically re-engage and re-interpret both the text and the dominant 
interpretations of the text. 
Third, Andrew begins to connect his engagement with Maaori and the social, political 
 
132 Andrew, Old Testament in Aotearoa, 19. 
133 Andrew, Old Testament in Aotearoa, 38. 
134 Rawinia Higgins and John C. Moorfield, “Tangihanga: Death Customs,” in Ki te whaiao: An Introduction to 
Māori Culture and Society, eds. Kaʻai, et al. (Auckland: Pearson Longman, 2004), 85. ‘Another character that 
features with Hine-nui-i-te-pō is Māui-tikitiki-o-Taranga. Mäui sought to destroy Hine-nui-i-te-pō in order to 
bring eternal life to humankind. This he attempted by changing into a mokomoko (lizard), and entering Hine-nui-
i-te-pō through her vagina and coming out through her mouth. Mäui had brought along his friends in the form of 
birds, and the fantail was so amused by Māui wriggling around in an attempt to enter Hine-nui-i-te-pā it started 
laughing and thus woke Hine-nui-i-te-pō, who crushed Mäui between her legs. The killing of Māui in this manner 




consequences of such engagement. When Andrew does make connections into the social and 
political life of colonial Aotearoa New Zealand, he softens the implications of the interpretation 
in ways that continue to privilege Paakehaa. This issue is of particular concern. There are many 
occasions, especially in issues around land and genocide, where Andrew has the opportunity 
to bring in the history of Aotearoa New Zealand (i.e., the history of Paakehaa oppressing and 
dispossessing Maaori). However, he does not draw his analysis to its natural implications. For 
example, in his chapter on Joshua, Andrew writes, 
Faith in God the liberator entails the recognition that new acts of liberation can follow 
each other. In Aotearoa New Zealand, as much as in Israel, we must recognise that 
this will apply to other peoples as well as one’s own. The liberation of confident 
migration may diminish the freedom of another people.135 
It is disappointing that Andrew’s does not delve deeper into the critical dialogue 
between the text on divine genocide and divine land dispossession and his context in which 
genocide and land dispossession were perpetrated under the biblical text’s influence. Instead, 
Andrew opts to provide the euphemism, ‘The liberation of confident migration may diminish 
the freedom of another people.’136 
Andrew’s work in 1999 represents the beginnings of tauiwi engagement with Maaori 
in the interpretation of the biblical text. While the critical engagement between the narratives 
and the concepts might be lacking through our anachronistic lens today, his work to include 
Maaori narratives and concepts in biblical criticism is significant. It is Andrew’s work that 
began to clear the ground for the following two scholars in this review and the composition of 
this thesis. 
 
1.5.3 Judith McKinlay 
Rev Dr Judith E. McKinlay was a Paakehaa biblical scholar (1937–2019), specialising in the 
Old Testament. She ‘was born in Drury, outside Auckland.’137 McKinlay was an ordained 
minister in the Presbyterian Church of Aotearoa New Zealand. In 1989, McKinlay became an 
Old Testament lecturer at Knox Theological Hall in Dunedin.138 McKinlay completed her PhD 
in biblical criticism, in 1994, with a thesis titled “Wisdom the host?: an exegetical exploration 
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of the invitations to the food and drink of life in Proverbs, Ben Sira, and the Gospel of John, 
and their gender implications.”139 In 1997, McKinlay began teaching in the Theology and 
Religious Studies Department at the University of Otago.140 Throughout her career in biblical 
criticism, McKinlay’s work engaged with feminist and postcolonial interpretations of the 
biblical text. In her postcolonial work, McKinlay was already interested in what it meant to 
read ‘the biblical texts from the point of view of a Pakeha woman in Aotearoa.’141 
Rev Dr Judith McKinlay’s work in engaging with Maaori perspectives in her 
interpretation of the biblical text is extensive. She has written numerous books and articles 
where she engages with Maaori perspectives in the interpretive process. It is encouraging to 
see that in writing fifteen years after Andrew’s book, McKinlay opts for more in-depth 
engagement. This can be seen in her book Troubling Women and Land (2014). Here, 
McKinlay’s engagement with tangata whenua comes from her postcolonial ‘reading 
posture.’142 
For McKinlay, postcolonial theory ‘provides [the tools] needed for resisting the 
ideology of empire.’143 Hence, McKinlay is abundantly clear about her social location and 
relational standing: ‘I need to write as a Pakeha, non-Maori, owning our history and not 
assuming a cultural heritage that is not my own.’ 144  Like Andrew, a complete review of 
McKinlay’s work is beyond the limitations of this thesis. Therefore, I will focus on reviewing 
McKinlay’s engagement with Maaori perspectives as demonstrated in her 2014 chapter 
“Slipping across Borders and Bordering on Conquest: A Contrapuntal Reading of Numbers 
13.”145 
In this chapter, McKinlay analyses the biblical narrative of Israel spying out the land of 
Canaan in preparation for their subsequent campaign to conquer the land alongside the history 
of the Crown spying on Te Urewera and eventually dispossessing Ngaai Tuuhoe of their land.146 
Among the significant connections that McKinlay observes is the construction of a 
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dehumanised identity for both the indigenous people of Canaan147 and Ngaai Tuuhoe.148 Hence, 
McKinlay highlights racism justified by the biblical text: ‘there is now no question: the 
Nephilim alone justify seizing Others’ land. Since these Others are clearly and inherently 
sinful.’149 
McKinlay also draws attention to the ongoing terrorisation of Ngaai Tuuhoe by the 
Crown150 in the Urewera raids (October 2007) through the same dehumanising techniques. 
However, this time the raid was justified by labelling Ngaai Tuuhoe activists as ‘terrorists’151 
who were planning an insurrection of the government. This dehumanisation justified the police 
arriving ‘in full riot gear. … The entire areas around Ruatoki and Taneatua were locked 
down. … Cars were stopped, occupants were instructed at gunpoint to leave their vehicles.’152 
This parallelism of the biblical narrative and the colonial history of Aotearoa New Zealand 
allows McKinlay to re-interpret and re-construct the ideology in the biblical text. It also allows 
McKinlay to draw attention to the Crown’s dehumanisation and oppression of Ngaai Tuuhoe 
in more recent history, demonstrating the ongoing influence of racism. 
One of the critical aspects of this chapter is that McKinlay wrote it out of her 
relationship with Ngaai Tuuhoe kaumatua Te Hiko o te Rangi Ngatai Riini (1929–1998).153 
McKinlay’s relationship points out that while we need to draw our interpretive work into 
conversation with Maaori history and concepts, we need to be engaging from the context of 
our relationship with our partner. From these relationships, from becoming entangled in the 
lives of one another, our perspectives shift as the perspectives and concerns of our partner 
become our own concerns out of love for one another. The perspective McKinlay brought to 
her interpretation of the biblical text was influenced by her relationship with Riini about fifteen 
years earlier. 
 
147 ‘The land was even inhabited by Nephilim, those “primordial monsters”, recalling Genesis 6’s fallen angels. … 
Not only were they giants, they were Rephaim, deathly wraith-like giants’ (McKinlay, “Slipping Across Borders 
and Bordering on Conquest,” 27–8). 
148 ‘A recurring European construct imagined the Urewera as … the home of “wild men”, which, in itself, justified 
taking land’ (Judith Binney, Encircled Lands: Te Urewera, 1820–1921 (Wellington: Bridget Williams Books, 
2009), 68 in McKinlay, “Slipping Across Borders and Bordering on Conquest,” 28). ‘It was a policy designed to 
“tame” “wild men” by dispossessing them. The people of the Urewera were seen to need “taming”’ (Binney, 
Encircled Lands, 94 in McKinlay, “Slipping Across Borders and Bordering on Conquest,” 29). 
149 McKinlay, “Slipping Across Borders and Bordering on Conquest,” 29. 
150 In Aotearoa New Zealand, the Crown often refers to Executive branch of the New Zealand government. 
However, the Crown is also represented by the Legislative and Judicial branches of government as well as those 
in public service, all of whom act on behalf of the Monarchy of New Zealand. 
151 McKinlay, “Slipping Across Borders and Bordering on Conquest,” 34. 
152 Danny Keenan ed, Terror in Our Midst?: Searching for Terror in Aotearoa New Zealand (Wellington: Huia 
Publishers, 2008), 19 in McKinlay, “Slipping Across Borders and Bordering on Conquest,” 34. 
153 ‘For some years, I worked alongside a Tuhoe kaumatua, Te Hiko o te Rangi Ngatai Riini, and dedicate this 




This shift in perspective leads to renewed decisions about which sources we choose to 
engage with, be influenced by, and privilege in our reading. This entanglement of perspectives 
comes through in McKinlay’s work with the text and the resulting interpretation. McKinlay’s 
disclosure of her relationship with Riini raises an essential question for us to consider later in 
this thesis (§5.3.2). With whom was McKinlay interpreting in 2014? What constitutes a living 
relationship or partnership with Maaori? Can a relationship with an individual be considered a 
partnership? Can a relationship with an individual of high esteem and who is representative of 
a community be reflective of holistic partnership? 154  What are the implications of this 
relationship for our interpretations of the text? 
Rev Dr Nāsili Vakaʻuta offers a critique of McKinlay’s book Troubling Women and 
Land. He believes that while McKinlay’s engagement with Maaori is commendable, her 
engagement does not go far enough.155 For Vakaʻuta, McKinlay’s interpretation of the text still 
centres on non-Maaori issues.156 This critique highlights a strong point of tension in the way 
that Paakehaa engage with tangata whenua. Where is the line in which our engagement shifts 
from being supportive of to speaking for? For Vakaʻuta, McKinlay has not engaged enough 
self-critical dialogue to de-centre her own pre-existing perspectives and concerns. Instead, he 
proposes that Maaori perspectives and concerns should lead the interpretive process, and we 
should fully explore the implications of such perspectives and concerns in contemporary life 
without shying away from them.157 Hence, Vakaʻuta’s critique is twofold; there is a need for 
critical self-examination to become re-centred on Maaori, and there is a need not to shy away 
from the political implications of the consequential critique. These critiques and Vakaʻuta’s 
approach to the task will be examined next. 
 
1.5.4 Nāsili Vakaʻuta 
Rev Dr Nāsili Vakaʻuta of Tonga is a biblical scholar who is also ‘an ordained minister of the 
Free Wesleyan Church of Tonga.’158 While Vakaʻuta was raised in ‘a morally conservative 
 
154 On this point, I think it is fair to make a differentiation. On the one hand there is a relationship with someone 
who has the authority to speak on behalf of a community (like Riini) with whom we can interpret the text together. 
On the other hand, outside of scholarship, a relationship with one person is not necessarily indicative of a 
relationship with a whole community. Both of these are good relationships and both contribute to a holistic 
relationship. 
155 Vakaʻuta, “Voices of the Whenua,” 129. 
156 Vakaʻuta, “Voices of the Whenua,” 129. 
157 Vakaʻuta, “Voices of the Whenua,” 129. 




family that treated the Bible with utmost respect and reverence,’159 he has found that he does 
not ‘share the current views of the Free Wesleyan Church of Tonga, particularly with regard to 
its stance on the Bible and its interpretation.’160 Vakaʻuta, now living in Auckland, Aotearoa 
New Zealand, describes himself as a ‘displaced Tongan’161 who has ‘yet to settle in Aotearoa 
New Zealand, despite being a permanent resident.’162 In 2008, Vakaʻuta was appointed as the 
‘Ranston Lecturer in Biblical Studies’163 at Trinity Methodist Theological College, Auckland. 
In 2015, Vakaʻuta was also appointed as the Principal of Trinity Methodist Theological College. 
In his 2016 chapter, “Voices of the Whenua: Engaging in 1 Kings 21 through a Māori 
Lens,”164 Rev Dr Nāsili Vakaʻuta proposed an interpretive theory for interpreting the biblical 
text as a non-Maaori in Aotearoa New Zealand. Vakaʻuta’s chapter is written as a critique of 
Judith McKinlay’s work in Troubling Women and Land.165 Like McKinlay, Vakaʻuta agrees 
that non-indigenous people must engage with indigenous perspectives to interpret the biblical 
text contextually. 166  However, Vakaʻuta disagrees with McKinlay on the features of the 
interpretive approach167 and creates a more robust approach that includes engagement with 
indigenous perspectives and concerns. 
Vakaʻuta’s response provides two significant interpretive features and a methodological 
process for interpretation. First, Vakaʻuta argues that tauiwi (non-Maaori) must ‘adopt a Māori 
reading lens.’168 This, Vakaʻuta argues, allows him to understand the biblical text by ‘using a 
framework situated within the ideology and context of Māori epistemologies.’169 However, 
Vakaʻuta is quick to clarify ‘I am neither Māori nor am I speaking for, or on behalf of, 
Māori.’170 Instead, Vakaʻuta states that, as a Tongan, he strongly empathises with tangata 
whenua in their struggle with colonial oppression and the dispossession of their ancestral 
land.171 
This leads me to the second interpretive feature, the need to expose injustices from 
historical and contemporary colonisation, which privilege Paakehaa and are destructive for 
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Maaori. Implicit in this, Vakaʻuta asserts that it is necessary ‘to take into account the interests 
of Māori in whatever we do.’172 Vakaʻuta then employs a three-stage methodological process 
to interpret the biblical text. First, he creates a foundation for his lens with a specific focus on 
whenua (land).173 Second, he interprets the text using literary criticism.174 Third, he re-visits the 
text again and moves whenua (land) to be the focal point of the interpretation.175 In this final 
stage, when whenua and the bilateral political implications of the ‘land-grabbing practices’176 
(in Aotearoa New Zealand by settler colonisers) are fronted, Vakaʻuta pays specific attention 
to the text’s emotional and ancestral character on the text and back into contemporary critical 
reflection. 
There are some problematic tensions in this theory that need to be addressed. First, 
Vakaʻuta’s proposal that he is ‘Engaging 1 Kings 21 through a Māori lens,’177 doing ‘A Māori 
reading,’178 or ‘adopting a Māori lens’179 raises some questions for us. Can tauiwi do a Maaori 
reading, read through a Maaori lens, or adopt a Maaori lens? I would suggest the answer is 
that there is a better description of what Vakaʻuta is doing in his interpretation. As mentioned 
above, Vakaʻuta does acknowledge that he is ‘neither a Māori nor [is he] speaking for, or on 
behalf of, Māori. But [he has] decided to adopt a Māori reading lens.’180 
The inability to whakapapa Maaori (to have Maaori genealogical descent) and the 
absence of Maaori lived experience mean Vakaʻuta, like myself, cannot conduct a Maaori 
reading or read through a Maaori lens. Simply adopting a Maaori lens is also problematic. 
Without lived experience, we come to understand cultural concepts using our own lived 
experience. This absence of Maaori lived experience means the way we understand a concept 
is already a fusion of the cultural concept and our lived experience.181 Therefore, it is not a 
Maaori lens we are adopting, but there is already a fusion of understandings. One of the issues 
in Vakaʻuta’s proposal seems to be primarily semantic. It is not that he is doing a Maaori 
reading or reading through a Maaori lens, but instead, he is attempting to centre the voices of 
tangata whenua in his interpretive practice. Vakaʻuta’s interpretation is empathetic with the 
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struggle of Maaori around land dispossession and self-determination. 
Second, there is no acknowledgement of a living relationship with a Maaori community. 
In engaging with and being empathetic with another community, there is an obligation to enter 
a living relationship with that community. Such a relationship should exist through engagement 
with books and scholarship, as demonstrated by Vakaʻuta and in one’s personal life outside the 
academy. Dialogue requires living partners (the concept of living relationships will be argued 
in §5.3.2). The scholarship can be part of expanding the understanding of a community but 
cannot be the totality. When it is the totality, the interpretation is reduced to being about a 
community instead of with a partnered community. 
Finally, I think that Vakaʻuta, like McKinlay, does not go far enough in engaging with 
Maaori concerns. He pulls his punches as he reaches his conclusion; this can be seen in how 
Vakaʻuta finishes the chapter: 
Adopting a framework that is different from the traditional Western modes will open 
up new avenues for interpretation that not only brings excitement back to the task, but 
a repositioning of one’s “reading posture” that is grounded in real life and in the 
community of the real people, like Māori, who value the sacredness of the whenua, 
and not as a commodity to serve the interest of a market that is controlled by a 
manipulative minority.182 To that minority, I say, “Respect the whenua!”183 
I wonder whether Vakaʻuta might have considered saying To that minority, I say, “Maaori are 
Sovereign, Land Back!” This message would appear to encapsulate the empathetic and political 
implications of the text most clearly. If we desire to learn, listen, and engage, we cannot be 
afraid of seeing our conclusions to their logical implications but must instead hold onto trust 
in our living relationships. 
While some tensions exist in Vakaʻuta’s work, his proposal is to be commended. 
Specifically, Vakaʻuta’s work recognises the tino rangatiratanga of Maaori in Aotearoa New 
Zealand, as the indigenous people. The problems in his work primarily revolve around 
semantic issues and relational issues instead of ideological issues. Presently, Vakaʻuta’s 
contribution to biblical scholarship exists as the most well-developed interpretive theory to date 
and practice concerning engagement with Maaori in Aotearoa New Zealand. Therefore, his 
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work is highly significant. I hope that this thesis will contribute further to this discussion, 
particularly to the theoretical foundations of what we are doing. 
 
1.5.5 Summary 
Over the past thirty years, we have observed a growing interest from tauiwi in interpretive 
theory and practice for engaging with Maaori as tauiwi interpret the biblical text. In the course 
of that development, the practice has progressed beyond using Maaori concepts and narratives 
as contextual reference material to the discussion of how to enter critical engagement and 
dialogue and draw out the political and contemporary implications. However, there continues 
to be a need for us to think critically about the interpretive theory tauiwi, like myself, are using. 
Otherwise, since many tauiwi who are Paakehaa engage from a position of systemic power 
through colonisation, there is a pressing danger of recolonising Maaori in biblical criticism 
instead of supporting indigenous work, partnering to decolonise scholarship, and support the 
ongoing self-liberation of Maaori from systemic colonisation and racism. From these 
approaches, we are challenged to: 
- seek after critical dialogue; 
- engage in the political and social implications of our interpretations; 
- understand how Maaori perspectives and concerns critique the biblical text and 
tauiwi interpreters and interpretations; 
- seriously consider the uncomfortable implications of decolonisation and 
recognising the inherent equity of Maaori; 
- resist and protest against an inherently inequitable system; and, 
- come into a living relationship with Maaori communities. 
 
1.6 Thesis Outline 
Chapter 2 will begin with an introduction of who I am. In this self-introduction, I will disclose 
my genealogy from both my mother’s and father’s sides of my family. I will then discuss my 
own experience of growing up in Aotearoa New Zealand as a person of mixed racial heritage 
and as a student of theology. This first section of Chapter 2 will help me establish myself as a 
flesh-and-blood reader of the text from a particular context. It will also disclose some life 
experiences that have influenced my interpretation of the interpretive theory and the biblical 
text. 




Aotearoa New Zealand. I will discuss the effect and meaning of He Whakaputanga o te 
Rangatiratanga o Nu Tireni (§2.4.2, full text in Appendix 4) and Te Tiriti o Waitangi (§2.4.3, 
full text in Appendix 5) for Paakehaa today. Then, I will turn to listen to two Maaori 
understandings of the place and identity of Paakehaa in Aotearoa New Zealand. Finally, I will 
engage with Professor Leonie Pihama (Te Aatiawa, Ngaati Maahanga, Ngaa Maahanga a Tairi) 
and Ani Mikaere (Ngaati Raukawa, Ngaati Porou), who both discuss this issue. Pihama 
presents the place of Paakehaa in Aotearoa New Zealand through the tikanga of the poowhiri 
(traditional welcoming ritual). Specifically, she draws on the relationship between the tangata 
whenua (people of the land) and the manuhiri (guest, visitor) in the poowhiri ritual to 
demonstrate the continuing relationality established at the signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi. 
Similarly, Mikaere draws on relationality in her discussion. However, instead of the poowhiri 
process, Mikaere examines the tikanga of the relationality for someone who marries a person 
of another iwi. This relationship between the manene (stranger) and the iwi (tribe) guides 
Mikaere’s theory. 
Chapter 3 will focus on the features of the contemporary Maaori interpretive tradition 
of the biblical text in Aotearoa New Zealand. Maaori are the indigenous people of Aotearoa 
New Zealand. Through our (Paakehaa) relationship with Maaori, we find legitimacy in our 
place here in Aotearoa New Zealand. Hence, the concerns and issues that Maaori see and 
identify in the text are concerns and issues that we (Paakehaa) are obligated to address when 
we interpret the text and engage in dialogue. 
In this chapter, I will analyse the contemporary Maaori biblical interpretive tradition. I 
am interested in listening to the features and concerns of the tradition. I will survey the 
interpretive features of six Maaori scholars. These scholars are The Reverend Dr Henare Tate, 
The Reverend Dr Wayne Te Kaawa, The Reverend Simon Moetara and Glen Tupuhi, The Most 
Reverend Donald Tamihere, and The Reverend Dr Beverley Moana Hall-Smith. In this analysis, 
four prominent features are often present in each of the scholars’ works. These four features 
are Kaupapa Maaori, whanaungatanga, justice, and whenua. 
In Chapter 4, I will explore the hermeneutical discourses of Hans Georg Gadamer, Rev 
Prof Upolu Vaai, and Kaupapa Maaori research to consider how Paakehaa might faithfully 
engage with Maaori in interpretation. Gadamer’s work laid much of the theory explaining the 
inherent contextuality and historicity in interpretation. Gadamer’s theory of the fusion of 
horizons, through their shared historicity, was highly influential in theorising the legitimacy of 
the majority world, indigenous, and outsider theologies and interpretations of the biblical text. 




hermeneutics’ approach to interpreting the biblical text. He proposes that meaning is formed 
out of our relationships. These relationships exist not only with those in our immediate context 
but with all beings in the universe. Through the knowledge passed on and the dialogue in these 
relationships, we can understand the meaning of the world around us and the text before us. 
The final discourse in Chapter 4 is the Maaori hermeneutical discourse. Here, we read 
of a more localised form of relational hermeneutics, similar to that proposed by Vaai. However, 
the relational hermeneutics in Aotearoa New Zealand focuses on the foundational nature of 
whakapapa (genealogy) for understanding and identity. Through whakapapa, vast 
understandings are maintained and available for Maaori researchers. Through whakapapa, 
Maaori researchers are intimately interconnected with their whaanau (extended family), hapuu 
(subtribe), iwi (tribe), tuupuna (ancestors), and the world around them. 
Next, Chapter 5 will propose an interpretive theory for Paakehaa in Aotearoa New 
Zealand. The first section of this chapter discusses the weakness of Gadamer’s dialogical 
hermeneutic, which assumes the relationship is equitable, and Vaai’s relational hermeneutic, 
which approaches the issue from the side of the colonised. I then propose that one way to 
address the problems that come with relational inequity is through engaging in vulnerable 
dialogue, which means that Paakehaa must become vulnerable to the questions, criticisms, and 
confrontations of Maaori which have arisen from our (Paakehaa) failure to meet the 
responsibilities and obligations of our partnership under Te Tiriti o Waitangi.  
Not only are we required to become vulnerable, but we must also commit to change and 
commit to a right relationship with Maaori. However, this commitment is a recommitment to 
the partnership initially envisioned in Te Tiriti. At the very least, I argue that the work to 
recommit to Te Tiriti partnership contains the features of: living relationship; relinquishing 
sovereignty, power and resources; validation; responsibility; and support. Through these 
features of our recommitment to partnership, relational inequity begins to be addressed, thereby 
enabling the possibility of dialogue. 
In light of this recommitment to Te Tiriti, Chapter 5 will form a hermeneutical approach, 
in conversation with the relational and whakapapa hermeneutics from Chapter 4, that centres 
our attention on our partner in the interpretive process and decentres our attention off ourselves. 
Finally, I propose one possible method for interpreting the biblical text using this partner-
centred hermeneutic. This method comprises three steps—first, the co-construction of a new 
perspective on the world around us by dialoguing with Maaori; second, a historical-critical 
analysis of the biblical text; and third, another analysis of the text using the co-constructed 




In Chapter 6, I will begin to apply the theory. The beginning of this application will 
concentrate on establishing a framework that will provide another perspective on reality in 
dialogue with broader Kaupapa Maaori research. In this framework, I pay particular attention 
to the work of Rev Dr Henare Tate, who established a framework for Maaori systematic 
theology. This framework for Maaori theology is examined with the wider body of published 
Maaori research. 
Furthermore, examining Tate’s framework in conversation with the wider body of 
Maaori research will restrict my ability to make my own assumptions about what Tate might 
mean. Instead, Kaupapa Maaori research will mean I need to critically listen to a variety of 
indigenous voices as we build this lens together. In saying that, the framework as I develop it 
is inevitably a Paakehaa re-construction of Tate’s framework and, therefore, is secondary or 
tertiary in its relation to Maaori knowledge. What I have written is not Maaori knowledge but 
my understandings about such knowledge. 
The chapter concentrates on two aspects of Rev Dr Tate’s framework. The first aspect 
is the dynamic and interrelated relationship between Atua (God), Tangata (human beings), and 
Whenua (land). The second aspect is focused on Tapu (being, relational links, restrictions), 
Mana (influence, authority, spiritual power), and Takahi (violation), specifically as they relate 
to Atua, Tangata, and Whenua. The purpose of this chapter, I argue, is that Tate’s framework 
comprehensively provides one foundational way in which Paakehaa can listen and begin to 
understand a Maaori perspective using metaphysical concepts. 
In Chapter 7, I will begin to analyse 1 Corinthians 11:23–34. This text was chosen 
because it contains complex relational dynamics that connected well with the framework and 
concepts identified in Chapter 6. I will begin by interpreting the text using the appropriate tools 
from the mainstream critical methods (historical-grammatical and socio-cultural criticism 
augmented with rhetorical criticism). While this part of the process primarily focuses on 
applying mainstream methods to the text, it is also inevitably influenced by the research in the 
preceding chapters. 
Specifically, it has been influenced by the issues and concerns raised in Chapter 3 by 
the contemporary Maaori scholars. Part of this influence is reflective of the fact that the partner-
centred hermeneutic ideally would not separate these steps from one another. As such, there is 
an apparent influence in the analysis from the concerns mentioned above around 
whanaungatanga and justice. Nevertheless, they are separated in this thesis to demonstrate the 
theory in practice. Therefore, I conclude this first analysis of the text by arguing that Paul’s 




and the restoration of the equity of others. 
In Chapter 8, I analyse 1 Corinthians 11:23–34 for the second time. This second analysis 
interprets the text through the perspective co-constructed with Tate in Chapter 6. The analysis 
contains four parts. First, there is a relational analysis of those involved in the pericope. Second, 
I analyse the various violations in the text and their effect on those involved. Next, I analyse 
Paul’s instructions to the Corinthians. Here, I consider whether the restorative actions described 
by Paul could restore those involved from the violations suffered. I also draw on the major 
themes of Paul’s instructions to the Corinthians as discussed in Chapter 7, i.e., returning to 
tradition, communalism, the use of power, and the restoration of the equity of others. Finally, 
I examine the meaning of the text for us in the theological academy in Aotearoa New Zealand. 
 
1.7 Methodology 
In this thesis, I apply what might be considered to be a Kaupapa Maaori supportive 
methodology to the research. Kaupapa Maaori Theory has been gaining momentum in the 
academy in Aotearoa New Zealand since the early 1990s. Whereas former Maaori related 
research was characterised as being Paakehaa-centred and often used as a weapon against 
Maaori,184 Rev Dr Wayne Te Kaawa, Professor Linda Tuhiwai Smith (Ngaati Awa, Ngaati 
Porou), and Professor Leonie Pihama point out Kaupapa Maaori Theory has reclaimed a 
research space ‘for Māori by Māori’185 in the academy. Kaupapa Maaori Theory is an exercise 
of tino rangatiratanga (sovereignty) and mana motuhake (self-determination, autonomy) in the 
context of the academy. The Theory exercises tino rangatiratanga and mana motuhake to assert 
the indigenous right of space in the academic discourse in their lands and international research.  
In 1992, Professor Graham Hingangaroa Smith provided some characteristics and 
features of Kaupapa Maaori research writing: 
i. A Kaupapa Maori base (Maori philosophy and principles) that is a “local” 
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theoretical position related to being Maori. Such a position presupposes that: 
- the validity and legitimacy of Maori is taken for granted. 
- the survival and revival of Maori language and Maori culture is 
imperative. 
- the struggle for autonomy over our own cultural well being, and over 
our own lives is vital to Maori survival.186 
This understanding of Kaupapa Maaori research has been incredibly influential in the growth 
and development of the theory in education research and the broader academy.187 According to 
Dr Fiona Cram (Ngaati Pahauwera), part of the work of Kaupapa Maaori research is: 
First, researchers need to affirm the importance of Māori self-definitions and self-
valuations. Second, researchers need to critique Pākehā/colonial constructions and 
definitions of Māori and articulate solutions to Māori concerns in terms of Māori 
knowledge.188 
From these features and parameters that provide a loose definition of Kaupapa Maaori 
Theory, whakapapa Maaori (Maaori genealogical descent) and Maaori lived experience 
become essential for conducting research using Kaupapa Maaori Theory. Tuhiwai Smith 
provides some reflections on this very point. Tuhiwai Smith writes, 
“Can a non-Indigenous researcher carry out Kaupapa Māori research?” The answer on 
current definitions is more complex. Perhaps it might read, “A non-Indigenous, non-
Māori person can be involved in Kaupapa Māori research, but not on their own; and if 
they were involved in such research, they would have ways of positioning themselves 
as a non-Indigenous person.” Or the more radical rejoinder might be, “By definition, 
no: Kaupapa Māori research is Māori research exclusively.”189 
However, as Smith, Tuhiwai Smith, and Alison Jones190 all point out, the desire of Paakehaa to 
engage in or engage with Kaupapa Maaori Theory is risky. The ongoing systemic oppression 
and colonisation of tangata whenua has led to a rightful mistrust of Paakehaa researchers. 
Kaupapa Maaori Theory asserted a space in the academy that restored permission for 
indigenous researchers to research as indigenous people. Instead of being preoccupied with the 
western academy’s attempts to delegitimise Maaori experience, culture, and language, 
Kaupapa Maaori Theory celebrates centring Maaori experience, culture, and language as 
essential for their research. Finally, since Kaupapa Maaori Theory is underpinned by Critical 
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Theory, it is strongly focused on political and social action and transformation.191 
In theological and biblical studies, there have already been numerous successful 
Kaupapa Maaori research projects. For example, the work of Rev Dr Rangi Nicholson (Ngaati 
Raukawa, Ngaati Toa, Ngaai Tahu, Ngaati Kahungunu),192 Rev Dr Jubilee Turi Hollis (Ngaati 
Porou),193 Ven Dr Te Waaka Melbourne (Te Mahurehure, Ngaai Tuuhoe),194 Rev Dr Beverley 
Hall-Smith,195 Rev Dr Peter Wensor (Ngaa Puhi),196 Rev Dr Wayne Te Kaawa,197 Dr Moeawa 
Callaghan (Te Whaanau-a-Apanui, Ngaati Porou, Ngaati Kahungunu),198 and Rev Dr Henare 
Tate199 has specifically demonstrated the commensurability between theological and biblical 
studies and Kaupapa Maaori Theory, as well as demonstrating the need for Kaupapa Maaori 
Theory to be included as an essential part of the discipline for Aotearoa New Zealand. 
As my genealogy in Chapter 2 will make abundantly clear, I am not Maaori. Therefore, 
although I engage with Kaupapa Maaori research throughout this thesis, I am not attempting 
to conduct Kaupapa Maaori research. Nevertheless, throughout this thesis, Maaori experiences, 
cultures, languages, and perspectives will be privileged since they are the indigenous 
experiences, cultures, languages, and perspectives in Aotearoa New Zealand. Alison Jones, a 
Paakehaa researcher who engages with Kaupapa Maaori researchers and research, comments 
on her positionality as a Paakehaa engaging with Kaupapa Maaori research, saying,  
We have created a research and writing relationship based on the productive tension 
of difference, not on its erasure … For Pākehā, effective engagement with Kaupapa 
Māori requires us to have a positive, reflexive sense of ourselves in a relationship 
with Māori.200 
Following the example of Alison Jones, I hope that this thesis will demonstrate research 
and writing based on my relationships. I think this is crucial for research in Aotearoa New 
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Zealand because, as I will demonstrate later in the thesis (§2.3, §5.3, §5.4), since Maaori and 
Paakehaa are partnered with one another through Te Tiriti, Paakehaa have the joyous obligation 
to celebrate and engage with indigenous research in Aotearoa New Zealand. In support of the 
Critical Theory underpinnings of Kaupapa Maaori Theory, this engagement ought to 
participate both in theoretical discussion and praxis with a view towards political and social 
systemic change. 
One of the outstanding risks of this research is that there remains a great danger, due to 
colonial systemic socialisation, of speaking over and recolonising Maaori rather than 
partnering with tangata whenua. This recolonisation could result from a lack of self-reflection 
leading to a White Saviour complex or by propelling oneself forward to take up indigenous 
space instead of making and holding space for indigenous research. I would argue that the 
potential for such forms of recolonisation can be mitigated, but not neutralised, by living in a 
relationship with Maaori. One of the primary sets of relationships to which I am accountable 
is my relationships in Te Piihopatanga o Aotearoa. This accountability is appropriate 
considering this doctoral research is located in the discipline of biblical criticism. 
As Kaupapa Maaori researchers have asserted their legitimacy, validity, and right of 
place in Aotearoa New Zealand, they have influenced significant change in our academic space. 
The research done by Nicholson, Hollis, Melbourne, Hall-Smith, Wensor, Te Kaawa, 
Callaghan, and Tate would have been delegitimised by the Paakehaa academy thirty or forty 
years ago. However, through the continuous protest 201  and battle of Kaupapa Maaori 
researchers with their Paakehaa counterparts, these works can find space within the academy 
and contribute to our discourse in Aotearoa New Zealand. This thesis’ methodology supports 
Kaupapa Maaori research and places a high level of value on how such research can contribute 
to the formation of interpretive theory and the interpretation of biblical texts. 
 
1.8 Chapter Summary 
In this chapter, I have begun to establish that there is a problem of racial disparity in the 
academy and, more specifically, in biblical criticism in Aotearoa New Zealand (this will be 
discussed further in §5.2.2 and §8.4). However, some scholars have begun to address this 
disparity by creating Maaori readings of the biblical text. So too, there have been tauiwi 
 




scholars who have sought to engage with Maaori in their interpretations.  
We can see the development of tauiwi engagements with Maaori in the work of Rev 
Professor Maurice Andrew, Rev Dr Judith McKinlay, and Rev Dr Nāsili Vakaʻuta. The 
developments made in these works ought to be celebrated as indigenous space is recognised 
and respected in the discipline. However, what quickly became apparent was the lack of 
theoretical discourse behind the engagement from these tauiwi scholars. Without the necessary 
theoretical work underpinning the interpretive engagement, we are in danger of recolonising 
Maaori through our engagement instead of partnering with tangata whenua and centring, 
celebrating, and enhancing the discourse through our (tauiwi) engagement with Maaori. 
Therefore, this thesis focuses on developing a theoretical and practical hermeneutical approach, 
through which Paakehaa might respectfully engage with Maaori around the meaning of the 
biblical text in this place. In the following chapter, I will establish my social location, the 




Chapter 2: Ko Wai Au? (Who am I?) 
 
2.1 Introduction 
In the preceding chapter, I described how things stand in biblical criticism globally and in 
Aotearoa New Zealand. The division and invalidation of contextual interpretation in biblical 
scholarship and Maaori scholarship in Aotearoa New Zealand are problematic. They are 
problematic because contextual interpreters are bringing legitimate and valuable insight to the 
discipline. Nevertheless, the exclusionary approach perpetuates the marginalisation and 
oppression of the indigenous, majority world, and non-traditional scholars. Suppose we are to 
bring biblical criticism into the next stage of its development. In that case, the dominating 
group in the discourse (white males) must learn how to build bridges to understand the 
indigenous, majority world and non-traditional scholars and how to engage and dialogue with 
them. Through this dialogue, the horizon of biblical criticism will expand and open a new world 
of possibility. 
The first step is to establish myself as a ‘real, flesh-and-blood reader’1 and disclose 
some of my influences and prejudices. “Ko wai au?” (Who am I?) is a simple question to ask, 
a critical question too. However, it is also a challenging question to answer, especially for 
someone of my circumstances. It is difficult because it is deeply confronting. It is confronting 
because there are many aspects of my identity which I, my ancestors, and the society in which 
we are privileged and from which we benefit have relentlessly tried to keep wholly suppressed. 
Trying to answer this question has left me with further questions, some of which feature in the 
‘potential for future research’ located in the final chapter of this thesis (§9.3). Inaaianei, ko wai 
au? (Now, who am I?) 
 
2.2 Lineage 
On my mother’s side, we arrived in Aotearoa New Zealand, on 19 May 1841 when John Russell 
and his brother Edward Russell arrived in Te Whanganui-a-Tara (Wellington) on the Lord 
 




William Bentinck. John settled in Awakairangi (Hutt Valley), where he married Jane Riddick. 
In Awakairangi, William Barclay Russell was born. Then, William relocated to Wairarapa, 
where he met Mary McKenzie and married on 2 January 1899. In Wairarapa, they had their 
eldest son, William Barclay John Russell. William Barclay John married Ida May Pocknall. 
Together, they eventually relocated to Te Awamutu. To William and Ida, Beverley Russell was 
born. Beverley was raised in Te Awamutu. Beverley married Murray Dyson, and they lived 
together in Te Awamutu. There their youngest daughter, Roselyn Joy Dyson, was born. As a 
young adult, Roselyn went overseas to do mission work with the para-church organisation 
“Youth with a Mission” (YWAM). During this time, she travelled to Singapore and met 王志
祥 (Wáng Zhì Xiáng). Together, they returned to Aotearoa New Zealand and married. Roselyn 
and 王志祥 (Wáng Zhì Xiáng) had three children, two daughters, Sarah Joy Ong and Amy Jane 
Ong, in Te Awamutu and a son, Benjamin Henri Ong (the author of this thesis), in Palmerston 
North. 
Genealogy 1: Lineage of Benjamin Ong from First Ancestor 
1st Gen John Russell = Jane Riddick 
  William Barclay Russell  
    
2nd Gen William Barclay Russell = Mary McKenzie 
  
William Barclay John 
Russell  
    
3rd Gen 
William Barclay John 
Russell = Ida May Pocknall 
  Beverley Russell  
    
4th Gen Beverley Russell = Murray Dyson 
  Roselyn Dyson  
    
5th Gen Roselyn Dyson = 王志祥 





Another important beginning for my family on my mother’s side is my ancestor John 
Valentine Bennett Good (sometimes referred to as Valentine John Bennett Good in the 
documentation). John was born about 1834 in Broughton, Lincolnshire, England. On 10 
November 1852, John Good joined the British Army, ‘Reg No 2734, 25th Foot, 43rd 
Regiment.’2 In 1863, John was assigned to serve in India for three months. This assignment 
was probably as a part of the imperial army during the colonial occupation of India.3 Following 
the completion of this assignment, John was ‘bound for the Australian Colonies’ upon the 
‘Lady Jocelyn.’4 He left India on 18 October 1863. On 10 December 1863, John arrived in 
Auckland and was quickly stationed at Queen’s redoubt from 12–31 December. 5  The 
information available in our family records reads, ‘from this time until the end of March 1866 
he split his time between Auckland and New Plymouth. He was promoted to a Corporal in 
February 1866 and subsequently discharged, with a gratuity at the end of March that same 
year.’6 
These dates (aside from the alleged promotion) align perfectly with the record of ‘John 
Good’7 in Leonard L. Barton’s The 43rd Light Infantry in New Zealand.8 These dates indicate 
that John Good was one of the imperial troops who were brought together in 1863 to invade 
the lands of Waikato to dispossess tangata whenua of their land under the guise of suppressing 
insurrection (an insurrection fabricated by George Grey). The 43rd regiment 9  was also 
 
2 Graeme Dyson, “Some Murray Memories,” (Auckland, 2001), 18. 
3 Dyson, “Murray Memories,” 18. 
4  This information is from my family records in Dyson, “Murray Memories,” 18. and is corroborated with 
Valentine John Good’s obituary as published on 6 December 1901 in the Feilding Star (“Local and General News,” 
Feilding Star 23, no. 135 (Date 1901); 2). Henry Brett corroborates that the regiment was on the Lady Jocelyn 
which was travelling from Calcutta to Auckland with troops for the ‘Maori war’ (Henry Brett, White Wings 
(Auckland: Brett Printing Company, 1924), 42–3). For a primary source on the arrival of the Lady Jocelyn, see 
“Monthly Shipping List,” New Zealand Herald 1, no. 41 (Date 1863); 6. 
5 Dyson, “Murray Memories,” 18. 
6 Dyson, “Murray Memories,” 18. 
7 Leonard L. Barton, The 43rd Light Infantry in New Zealand (Ryde, NSW: New South Wales Miliatry Historical 
Society, 1976), 13. 
8 , 43rd Light Infantry. 
9 Philip Booth, The Oxfordshire and Buckinghamshire Light Infantry: The 43rd/52nd Regiment of Foot (London: 
Leo Cooper, 1971), 80–1. I must note that Booth’s record of the 43rd Regiments activities in Aotearoa New 
Zealand is both brief and of poor quality. Booth’s account contains discrepancies in the dates of events: ‘In 1860 
the 43rd returned to Madras, and in September 1863 embarked for active service in New Zealand. … The 43rd 
arrived in Auckland in December 1862 [sic] , Oxfordshire and Buckinghamshire Light Infantry, 80). And, 
discrepancies around the names of the people: ‘On June 21 a force of the 43rd and 68th attacked the Maoris [sic] 
at Te Ranga. … The Maori Chief Ranhiri [Rāwiri Puhirake] was killed and later buried in the military cemetery 




deployed to invade and conquer Pukehinahina (Gate Paa)10 and Te Ranga.11 John Good is 
recorded as one of the soldiers deployed to invade Pukehinahina (29 April 1864), Te Ranga 
(21 June 1864).12 Following the invasion at Te Ranga, ‘the 43rd Light Infantry were removed 
to the Taranaki District. Here they were engaged in garrison duty with occasional skirmishes 
with the Maoris [sic]. With the introduction of the Colonial Government’s self-reliant policy 
the British troops began to leave New Zealand. In March 1866 the 43rd Light Infantry 
embarked for England after 15 years on foreign service.’13 John fought in five skirmishes in 
Taranaki before being discharged and settling in Aotearoa New Zealand.14 
To John’s second wife, Jane Grantham, their first-born daughter Annie Good was born. 
Annie Good married William Boyd Murray, and together they had Alma Jane Murray. Alma 
Jane Murray married George Rotherham Dyson. Alma and George together had Murray Dyson. 
Murray Dyson married Beverley Russell; they are my maternal grandparents. 
Genealogy 2: Lineage of Benjamin Ong from Mother’s side 
1st Gen John Russell  John Valentine Bennett 
Good 
2nd Gen William Barclay Russell  Annie Good 
3rd Gen 
William Barclay John 
Russell 
 Alme Jane Murray 
4th Gen Beverley Russell = Murray Dyson 
 
10 ‘In January 1864 Governor George Grey reassigned several British contingents to [Te Papa,] Tauranga in order 
to impede the flow of arms and men of Ngāi Te Rangi and Ngāti Ranginui to the Waikato’ (Danny Keenan, “New 
Zealand Wars - Gate Pā, Tauranga,” Te Ara - The Encyclopedia of New Zealand, 8 February 2012, accessed 2 
September 2021, http://www.TeAra.govt.nz/en/new-zealand-wars/page-7.) On 29 April 1864, British Imperial 
forces invaded Pukehinahina, Gate Paa in Tauranga (Keenan, “Gate Pā, Tauranga.”) The British Imperial troops 
heavily outnumbered Ngaai Te Rangi (1700 to 230) (Ministry for Culture and Heritage, “Assault on Gate Pā,” 
NZHistory, 5 November 2020, accessed 2 September 2021, https://nzhistory.govt.nz/bombardment-of-
pukehinahina-gate-pa-begins; Te Awanuiārangi Black, “Tauranga Moana - From Gate Pā to the Present,” Te Ara 
- The Encyclopedia of New Zealand, 1 March 2017, accessed 2 September 2021, 
http://www.TeAra.govt.nz/en/tauranga-moana/page-3.) The British also had considerable firepower advantage, 
and used their artillery in an attempt to breach the paa (fortification) (Ministry for Culture and Heritage, “Assault 
on Gate Pā.”) Nevertheless, the fortifications at Gate Paa constructed by Ngaai Te Rangi successfully repelled the 
Imperial forces (Keenan, “Gate Pā, Tauranga.”) ‘In fact, 15 Māori at most had been killed by the bombardment’ 
Whereas ‘Thirty-five British regulars died during the engagement, with another 75 wounded’ (Ministry for 
Culture and Heritage, “Assault on Gate Pā.”) When night fell Ngaai Te Rangi safely retreated from the Paa 
(Keenan, “Gate Pā, Tauranga.”; Black, “Gate Pā, Tauranga.”) 
11 ‘Māori who escaped Pukehinahina [Gate Paa] withdrew to rebuild another defensive pā, determined to engage 
the British once again. Construction began on a new fortification at Te Ranga. However, on 21 June 1864, Māori 
were caught unawares and ill-prepared for battle by a British contingent, leading to an almost total defeat. Among 
more than 100 Māori killed at Te Ranga was Rāwiri Puhirake’ (Keenan, “Gate Pā, Tauranga.”) 
12 Barton, 43rd Light Infantry, 13. 
13 Barton, 43rd Light Infantry, 2. 
14 Barton, 43rd Light Infantry, 13; Wendy Napier-Walker, “Participants at the Battle of Gate Pa 29 April 1864 & 




5th Gen  Roselyn Dyson  




On the side of my father, there remain many unknowns. What I do know has been 
shared with me by my father but remains incomplete, and further family research is required. 
We are the descendants of two people groups whose regional lands were very close to one 
another. On the side of my father’s paternal lineage, the side of my 爷爷 (yéyé),15 we are from 
the Hoklo region which is located to the northwest of Taiwan on the southeast coast of 中国 
(Zhōngguó; Hiaina; China). The name of these lands is 福建 (Fújiàn). From this lineage, the 
specific pronunciation of my family name originates (王, Ong). In Mandarin, my family name 
is pronounced Wáng, and in Cantonese, it is pronounced Wong4.16 On the maternal side of my 
father’s lineage, the side of my 奶奶 (nǎinai),17 ⁠ and we descend from the Cantonese people. 
The Canton region is located directly to the southwest of 福建  (Fújiàn) within 广东 
(Guǎngdōng) and, more specifically, in the area of 广州 (Guǎngzhōu).  
According to my father, life in 中国 (Zhōngguó)⁠ in the nineteenth century was a 
constant struggle for the people as they tried to live under Chinese imperial rule in 中国 
(Zhōngguó). In response to this continuous struggle, my ancestors from 福建 (Fújiàn) and 广
东  (Guǎngdōng) emigrated from China in search of a more prosperous life. Hence, my 
ancestors from 广东 (Guǎngdōng) travelled to Malaysia and settled there until my 奶奶 
(nǎinai)⁠ immigrated to 新加坡 (Xīnjiāpō; Hingapoa; Singapore)⁠, where she married my 爷爷 
(yéyé)⁠. My ancestors from 福建  (Fújiàn) also immigrated to Malaysia and then to the 
Settlement Straits (later known as Singapore following its independence from the British 
Empire), which included 新加坡(Xīnjiāpō). In 1965, 新加坡 (Xīnjiāpō) reluctantly became an 
independent state. My 奶奶 (nǎinai), 林梅梅 (Lum Moi Moi), and my 爷爷 (yéyé), 王金梁 
 
15 Te whakamaaori: te koro ki te taha o tooku paapaa 
Te whakapaakehaa: paternal grandfather 
16 The number ‘4’ functions like the accent marks in the romanised Mandarin words to denote specific tone. 
17 Te whakamaaori: te kui ki te taha o tooku paapaa 




(Ong Kim Leong), had their second son 王志祥 (Wáng Zhì Xiáng). After being involved in 
missionary work and after meeting Roselyn Joy Dyson, 王志祥 (Wáng Zhì Xiáng) immigrated 
to Aotearoa New Zealand in 1986. Here, 王志祥 (Wáng Zhì Xiáng) and Roselyn Joy Dyson 
married. 
Genealogy 3: Lineage of Benjamin Ong from Father’s side 
Lum Moi Moi = Ong Kim Leong 
 Wang Zhi Xiang  
 Benjamin Henri Ong  
 
Genealogy 4: Lineage of Benjamin Henri Ong 
John Russell   
William Barclay Russell   
William Barclay John Russell   
Beverley Russell  Lum Moi Moi = Ong Kim Leong 
Roselyn Dyson = Wang Zhi Xiang 
 Benjamin Henri Ong  
 
 
2.3 My Journey to this Place 
 
2.2.1 Growing up as Paakehaa Chinese in Aotearoa New Zealand 
For the first ten years of my life, I grew up in Palmerston North in what I would consider a 
standard Paakehaa household. Although my father was a Chinese immigrant from Singapore, 
my sisters and I were not brought up in Chinese culture. Despite my father having some friends 
in Aotearoa New Zealand who were also immigrants from Asia, the cultural influence of these 
relationships on my sisters and me was minimal. The most evident culturally Chinese aspect 




ki te taha o tooku paapaa; paternal grandmother), whom we call 嫲嫲  (Cantonese: 
Maa4maa4).18 At Chinese New Year, we would repeat the rote learned phrase 恭喜发财 
(gōngxǐ fācái)19 to her. Maamaa would cheer and say some things to us, which Dad would 
translate to us. After the annual New Year greetings, we would go to bed or do something else 
as Dad and Maamaa talked together. Outside of the occasional visits to Asian households and 
our regular annual phone call, our family was culturally Paakehaa. We lived in a white area, 
were a part of Paakehaa communities, went to Paakehaa schools, and attended a culturally 
Paakehaa church. 
Despite being surrounded by Paakehaa culture, when I was very young I remember 
being incredibly proud that I was Chinese, that my father had immigrated from Singapore, and 
that we were born from an innovative, developed, and cultured people. I remember once having 
the aspiration to become a Singaporean citizen and take my place back “home” with my family 
there. However, life in the school system in Aotearoa New Zealand taught me very quickly that 
I was, in fact, wrong. Not just a person holding a bad opinion, but who I was, am, and aspired 
to be was regarded as fundamentally incorrect.  
When SARS-CoV-1 was reported in 2004, one of the primary school teachers 
questioned one of the other Chinese students in my class. They were interrogated to determine 
whether their family had been exposed to SARS-CoV-1. This student, like myself, was about 
nine or ten years old at the time. The effect of a relatively public interrogation of the student 
was that the Chinese student was ostracised from the class. Other students were suspicious that 
this particular student might be carrying this virus. They were suspicious that contact with this 
student could lead to the contraction of the virus.20 
There was another instance that does stand out and has stayed with me for whatever 
reason. Growing up, we had numerous family friends from the church we attended. I was pretty 
close friends with a boy of similar age from one of these family groups. One day I was in my 
friend’s family car, and we had stopped at a shop. My friend’s father had gone inside to 
purchase some items. Remaining in the car were my friend, his older brother, and myself. I can 
only recall two more details from this occasion. Firstly, my friend’s older brother began to sing 
 
18 Te whakamaaori: Ko te reo Canton moo tooku kui ki te taha o tooku paapaa 
Te whakapaakehaa: Cantonese for paternal grandmother 
19 Te whakamaaori: Kia tau te tau rawa ki a koe 
Te whakapaakehaa: May you have a prosperous New Year! (lit: wishing you wealth) 
20 This is reminiscent of the same rhetoric that was thrust upon the Chinese community in 2020 and 2021, 




about Singapore, ‘Singapore, sing a poor song. Singapore, sing a poor song.’ I found myself 
getting very upset by this song, knowing that the implication my friend’s brother was making 
was that Singapore was a backward and impoverished country, and that was the country from 
which my father and I had come. 
To relate these forms of racism that I encountered and complied with as I was formed 
by and navigated the state school system is not even to begin to mention the many more obscene 
or explicitly disgusting forms of racism that I and others experienced. I need not recount and 
relive the racist trauma I experienced throughout my years in a state school to feel justified in 
describing my education as broadly racist. These experiences have meant that racism and 
prejudice have become critical issues for me. 
 
2.2.2 The Beginnings of My Theological Journey 
In 2011, I enrolled at Vision College in Hamilton for a Diploma in Christian Ministry. Vision 
College was the bible college established by the church I belonged to, Eastside Apostolic 
(subsequently known as Vision Church Eastside and then Activate Church Hamilton). It was 
through this course that I began my formal theological journey. At Vision College, I found 
myself drawn towards Reformed Calvinist theology (in a superficial sense). However, this new 
beginning, unbeknownst to me at the time, was the start of a much longer journey. 
A year and a half after completing this first diploma, I continued my study by enrolling 
in a theological degree programme at Laidlaw College New Zealand. This college was where 
the Reverend Simon Moetara (Te Roroa, Ngaa Puhi), a Senior Lecturer at Vision College, had 
studied. Hoping to be like Simon, I decided that this would be the best pathway. By this time, 
my understanding of the world had become very binary. Things were either right or wrong. 
There was no in-between. 
My time at Laidlaw was illuminating. While very little had appeared to change in the 
first year of my study, change was bubbling away under the surface. I came into Laidlaw with 
a more robust binary belief system than when I left Vision College. The year and a half break 
in between reinforced the self-evident nature of my beliefs. However, following my first year 
at Laidlaw, I quickly came to see that the world was not as straightforward as I had thought. 
Instead, the many grey areas in our lives individually and collectively required more care and 
attention to understand well.  




“Majority World Theology,” taught by Dr Moeawa Callaghan (Te Whaanau-a-Apanui, Ngaati 
Porou, Ngaati Kahungunu). It was in this paper that my world began to open to a diversity of 
possibilities. This paper was the first time that I had been exposed to the legitimacy of non-
western theology. The negotiation between culture and theology astounded and fascinated me. 
In particular, I was captivated by Dr Callaghan’s lesson on indigenous and Maaori theology. I 
found that something in indigenous and Maaori theology resonated with beliefs that I had not 
yet dared to explore. Although I entered Laidlaw College with a binary belief system, I finished 
my undergraduate degree understanding that the world was a very colourful place.  
Immediately following my completion of that degree, I enrolled in the Master’s degree 
programme at Laidlaw College. During this program, I enrolled in a paper on Evangelical 
Theology; specifically, the course was about an evangelical theological method taught by Brian 
Harris, a former principal of Vose Seminary (now Morling College) in Perth, Australia. In this 
course, we learnt about the early postmodern theological method of the late Stanley Grenz, 
who proposed adding culture as a source of theology and adding some motifs to our theological 
method to help guide the discussion. 21  Harris, who completed his doctoral thesis on this 
theological method, believed Grenz’s approach was good but did not quite go far enough.22 
Therefore, he argued that we needed to take a sound mixing approach to the sources of theology. 
That is, we can imagine each source having a volume control. This volume control allows us 
to change the volume of the source depending on its expertise on a subject. This variability 
meant that our theological method need not be dominated by the biblical text where it was 
unclear or said very little on a specific subject. Instead, we could turn up the volume on other 
sources to enlighten our theological dialogue. 
Harris's second contribution to Grenz’s method was to openly acknowledge what he 
called a control belief. Harris argued that control beliefs are the most basic beliefs determining 
whether a proposition can even make it into the door for dialogue. 23  That is to say, if a 
proposition is in opposition to a control belief, it will be unable to be accepted by a person 
irrespective of how much dialogue and reasoning occur. Harris proposed that one such control 
belief could be ‘the gospel is liberating.’24 Therefore, theological beliefs that were produced 
which could be proved to exist in opposition to being ‘liberating’25 were theological beliefs that 
 
21 Stanley J. Grenz, Revisioning Evangelical Theology: A Fresh Agenda for the 21st Century (Downers Grove, 
IL: InterVarsity Press, 1993), 93–101. 
22  Brian S. Harris, “Revisioning Evangelical Theology: an Exploration, Evaluation and Extension of the 
Theological Method of Stanley J. Grenz” (Doctoral Thesis, University of Auckland, 2007), 229. 
23 Harris, “Revisioning Evangelical Theology,” 232–33. 
24 Harris, “Revisioning Evangelical Theology,” 231–45. 




would not be able to be accepted by Harris’ proposed method.26 This paper led me to re-
understand the world not only as a colourful place but that we are inherently and inescapably 
cultural beings, and this should be celebrated, and that this is a place with a trajectory towards 
liberation and harmony. 
 
2.2.3 Professional Development 
In 2016, I attended a professional development day organised by my employer. The topic of 
the development day was bicultural relations and tikanga Maaori (Maaori customs/practices). 
The company's management brought all of the staff and management together at a local marae 
(traditional Maaori complex)27 for this professional development training. It began as one 
might expect, with the company gathering together outside the tomokanga (gateway, entrance), 
and then we heard a karanga (call) onto the marae aatea (courtyard). There, on the marae aatea, 
we had a poowhiri (traditional welcome). Following the poowhiri, we all moved into the 
wharenui (meeting house), where one of the kaitiaki (caretakers) began to tell us the history of 
the marae and then proceeded to tell us about the wharenui. It was a rich koorero (story). 
Morning tea came after the koorero, and most of the staff jumped at the chance to grab 
something to eat from the small buffet that the marae had provided. As all the staff, including 
myself, rushed in to take food, I noticed that our guests (the teachers) were there at the back of 
the line, chatting away to one of the senior managers. The guests patiently waited as the staff 
and the management gathered their food and sat down to eat. Then, as the masses of people in 
front of them got their share of the food, the guests came to the buffet table to find that most of 
the serving plates were now empty, and there was only a sparse array of leftovers left over. So 
they, along with a member of senior management, gathered together some of the remaining 
food and went and sat down and continued their conversation. 
Two training modules were being run, and there were two teachers there. So, the staff 
and management were split in half. One group went with one teacher to their module and the 
other with the other teacher. The morning was occupied with that module, and in the afternoon, 
the groups swapped over and completed the other module. One module taught on the history 
of Aotearoa New Zealand, Te Tiriti o Waitangi, and bicultural relationships. The other was 
 
26 Harris, “Revisioning Evangelical Theology,” 238–45. 
27  The marae proper is the courtyard between the pae (orators’ benches) also known as the marae aatea. 




about how tikanga Maaori could be implemented in the company and our work with our clients.  
In this second module, we primarily focused on manaakitanga (hospitality), in 
particular, how to create an environment of manaakitanga within the company culture, which 
flowed out into our relationships with our clients. This module involved some teaching from 
our teacher, some brainstorming, and some story sharing. In addition, this module provided an 
opportunity for the staff and management to actively reflect on company culture and consider 
implementing different practices to provide manaakitanga to our clients.  
Following this module, a couple of my colleagues (some from my division and others 
from my department) commented about the quality of the teaching that had been provided. 
They judged amongst themselves that the module which had been provided was much too basic 
for them. They already knew about manaakitanga and could have figured out the module’s 
outcomes without the teacher’s guidance. Furthermore, they could have saved the company 
what seemed to them to be an excessive amount of money spent on contracting this teacher (an 
amount that, unbeknownst to them, was a generous discount on the regular fee because another 
of our colleagues knew the teacher personally). I listened to their conversation, not knowing 
what to say. I understood their criticism of the simplicity of the content, but I was unsure 
whether their critique was valid. 
After the professional development day had finished, I sat with another of my 
colleagues, and we talked about how the day went. This colleague was instrumental in 
organising the day. We discussed the modules, the receptiveness of the rest of the staff and 
management. Finally, we talked about the criticism our other colleagues had made about the 
module on manaakitanga. When I told him about the conversation, my friend laughed. ‘Well, 
clearly they didn’t get it,’ he scoffed, ‘I was watching them at morning tea, as all the staff came 
into get their kai, [our guests] quietly stood at the back of the line. If they understood 
manaakitanga, they would have known that our guests should have gone first, that they should 
not have been last to get their kai from whatever was left over.’ This conversation with my 
colleague has stayed with me. It reflected the difference between knowing and understanding 
as we engage in bicultural conversation. It is quite a different experience of learning about and 
knowing a cultural construct versus understanding and changing your cultural practices to 





2.2.4 Te Koroneihana o te Kiingi (Coronation Celebration of the King) 
In 2017, I enrolled at Te Waananga o Aotearoa in the Te Ara Reo Maaori course. Since we 
were located in Waikato, as August arrived, Te Waananga o Aotearoa organised for all of the 
classes to gather together at Tuurangawaewae Maarae in Ngaaruawaahia for the celebration of 
Koroneihana (coronation anniversary celebrations). This was an opportunity for us, the tauira 
(students), to learn about and celebrate the Kiingitanga movement and experience tikanga 
(customs, practices) and te reo Maaori (the Maaori language) in a more immersive way. We 
were instructed to be at Tuurangawaewae at the crack of dawn for te karakia o te ata (the prayer 
of the morning). And so we did; we gathered together with our kaiako (teacher) around 
Tuurongo house and the marae aatea and listened to the morning karakia from the Paimaarire 
faith, ‘Noou te koororia, noou te koororia …’ (yours is the glory, yours is the glory …). While 
it was a cold August morning, the wairua (spirits) of the people gathered was very warming. 
Later in the day, we walked towards Kimiora, the whare kai (eating house), for lunch. 
As we walked together, anxiety grew within me. I looked towards Kimiora, and I could see 
ushers there at the doors. The fear grew. I felt entirely out of place. I felt like I was intruding 
and that I was not meant to be there. The closer I got, the more the anxiety built. Were we going 
to be asked for our tickets? Were we going to be asked who we were? What were we doing 
here? Why were we coming into Kimiora for food? Were we going to have to wait to the side 
as they checked our credentials? Would we be turned away? 
As we moved closer to the doors, I could see the faces of the ushers more clearly. They 
were smiling and laughing. Yet my anxiety grew. I was out of place, and I knew it. I did not 
belong here. This was not my place. I looked around for our kaiako, just in case I needed her 
to vouch for me or to help explain my predicament. 
Eventually, we arrived at the door. I looked, insecurely, towards the “intimidating” face 
of the usher. His eyes smiled and glowed at me. The usher did not look at me with suspicion 
or confusion. There was no interrogation as we walked up and through the doors of Kimiora. 
He did not look at me like the lost child that I felt on the inside. My anxiety was entirely 
imaginary, a reflection not of Tuurangawaewae but myself. Instead, we were met with a warm 
welcome, ‘kia ora, haere mai, e kai!’ It was as if I was where I was meant to be for that time. 
This was my first experience at Tuurangawaewae, which revealed my unconscious racism. It 
demonstrated to me that healing from a racist ideology was not just a mental switch. Healing 
from racist ideology is a process of continually confronting and re-narrating the systemic 




Furthermore, it is not merely moving from a racist ideology to a neutral relationship but 
moving to a place where loving and caring for the other is prioritised above the self. In 
somewhat of a paradox, however, this understanding was only possible through being liberated 
by the liberated oppressed as Paulo Freire describes in Pedagogy of the Oppressed: 
The oppressors, who oppress, exploit, and rape by virtue of their power, cannot find 
in this power the strength to liberate either the oppressed or themselves. 
Although the situation of oppression is a dehumanized and dehumanizing totality 
affecting both the oppressors and those whom they oppress, it is the latter who must, 
from their stifled humanity, wage for both the struggle for a fuller humanity; the 
oppressor, who is himself dehumanized because he dehumanizes others, is unable to 
lead this struggle.28 
 
2.2.5 Te Haahi Mihinare (The Anglican Church) 
The next significant moment was when I finally decided to leave the Pentecostal church. While 
I had taken a break from the Pentecostal church for a couple of years while studying for my 
undergraduate degree at Laidlaw College, I continued to find myself at odds with the theology 
and praxis of the Pentecostal community. Thus, in 2017, following a distressing youth 
conference in Auckland, I realised I had left the Pentecostal church spiritually a long time ago 
and that it was time also to leave it physically. 
My love for partnership with Maaori theology and tangata whenua had grown since 
taking Dr Callaghan’s paper in 2015. Therefore, I was deeply interested in finding a church 
community that was at least trying to figure out what partnership with tangata whenua meant 
and looked like in Aotearoa New Zealand and walking a path towards liberation, diversity, and 
celebration of all people. Thus, I joined the Anglican Church in Aotearoa, New Zealand and 
Polynesia. I initially found a place in the Anglican Church through te Haakari Tapu at St Peter’s 
Cathedral, Hamilton, primarily presided over by Fr Peni Campbell (Ngaati Porou) and Fr Phil 
Wilson. 
Since joining the Anglican Church, I have also become an active member in Te 
Piihopatanga o Aotearoa New Zealand (TPOA). Shortly after attending St Peter’s Cathedral, I 
started to participate in Heemi Tapu, te paariha o Kirikiriroa (Heemi Tapu, the parish of 
Hamilton) from Te Hui Amorangi ki Te Manawa o Te Wheke (MOTW), which began a more 
 




serious relationship with MOTW and TPOA. Following this, I was sent to St John’s 
Theological College in Auckland, where I formed a wonderful friendship with Rev Br Zhane 
Rāwiri Tāhau Whelan (Ngaati Kahungunu, Ngaati Tuuwharetoa). In my relationship with him, 
I came to develop and build stronger relationships throughout TPOA. In 2018, I visited Ngaati 
Awa River Monastery in Waikanae. I met Courtney Menary (Ngati Toa Rangatira, Te Ati Awa) 
there, who strongly challenged me to ensure that my relationship with tangata whenua was not 
a relationship with an individual, but a relationship with a community. So that was what I did. 
I continued to develop my relationship with TPOA through MOTW in its localised form at 
Heemi Tapu. Today, I am an ordinand in the Anglican Church for the Diocese of Waikato and 
Taranaki and Te Hui Amorangi ki te Manawa o te Wheke. Aae, he Mihinare29 ahau (Yes, I am 
a Mihinare). 
In 2018, just as I was beginning this doctoral journey, I was selected for a programme 
in India by the Council for World Mission. My selection for the programme resulted from the 
endorsement of the Diocese of Waikato and Taranaki to participate in the annual Face-2-Face 
programme. There were ten participants in the program from various countries, such as 
Myanmar, South Korea, England, Indonesia, Trinidad and Tobago, India, and Zambia. All of 
the participants were training toward professional ministry. The Henry Martyn Institute: 
International Centre for Research, Interfaith Relations and Reconciliation in Hyderabad hosted 
us, which was fitting considering the topic for this programme was Interfaith Relations. 
Throughout the programme, we were taught about different issues such as the history 
and context of India, Christian theology for Interfaith Relations, Islam, Buddhism, Jainism, 
Hinduism, and Indian Christianity. This programme highlighted that the world’s religions have 
more beliefs in common with one another than beliefs that separate us. While learning about 
the faiths of India, I was struck by how familiar many of these beliefs sounded to the beliefs 
that I had been taught in the church and theological college. It was here that I learnt to value 
and appreciate the faiths of others. They are indeed intelligent and wise faiths. Here, my 
 
29 Mihinare is a transliteration of ‘missionary.’ It was a term to originally refer to the Anglican Church as the 
missionary church. However, over time the term has come to refer specifically to Tikanga Māori in the Anglican 
Church. Tikanga Māori is one of the three cultural streams of the Anglican Church in Aotearoa, New Zealand and 
Polynesia. Along with Tikanga Pākehā and Tikanga Pasifika, Tikanga Māori is responsible for ministering to 
those who wish to be ministered to within the Maaori culture (Anglican Church in Aotearoa New Zealand and 
Polynesia, “Te Pouhere o Te Hahi Mihinare ki Aotearoa ki Niu Tireni, ki nga Moutere o Te Moana Nui a Kiwa = 
Constitution of the Anglican Church in Aotearoa, New Zealand and Polynesia (Maaori),” (Auckland: Anglican 
Church in Aotearoa, New Zealand and Polynesia, 1990), D.1; Anglican Church in Aotearoa New Zealand and 
Polynesia, “Constitution of the Anglican Church in Aotearoa, New Zealand and Polynesia = Te Pouhere o Te 
Hahi Mihinare ki Aotearoa ki Niu Tireni, ki nga Moutere o Te Moana Nui a Kiwa (English),” (Auckland: Anglican 




certainty in my own beliefs was most strongly challenged. It, once again, demonstrated that 
there are so many more ways to understand the world than I had previously imagined. 
The final experience that has brought me to this place happened in 2019 at the 
tangihanga (funeral) of Rev Marjorie Rangi (Kurahikakawa, Ngaati Paahauwera, Ngaati 
Kahungunu). While I was not fortunate enough to know Rev Marjorie in this life, I had heard 
many stories about her. She was a strong-willed priest in the Anglican Church who had been 
in Auckland the year before I arrived. Unfortunately, on Saturday 11 May, following a period 
of illness in the hospital, Rev Marjorie passed away, e moe e te whaea. 
A small group of us decided to travel out of Auckland to Mohaka for Rev Marjorie’s 
tangihanga. The people I was travelling with, a priest and a deacon in te Haahi Mihinare, said 
that it was very likely that our group would need to mihi (greet) to Rev Marjorie and the 
whaanau pani (grieving family) when we arrived. It was decided by the two I was travelling 
with that it would be most appropriate for me to prepare a mihi for when we arrived at Waipapa-
a-iwi Marae, as I was the only male among us. So, after seeking some help from them and a 
few other friends from te Haahi Mihinare, we put together something to express our aroha 
(love). 
After a long journey, we eventually arrived at Waipapa-a-iwi Marae around 8pm or 
9pm the night before the tangihanga (funeral). The two I was travelling with were unsure if it 
would be okay for us to be received that night or whether it would be better to sleep in the van. 
They decided just to go and check, and I followed after them. When we got to the wharenui 
(meeting house), the whaanau pani were ready to welcome us. I spoke to Rev Marjorie, telling 
her of our great love for her. Those I was companioning with went and embraced Rev Marjorie 
and told her of their love. After we were received by the whaanau pani and had a cup of tea 
together in the round whare kai (eating house), they organised for us to stay with Marjorie and 
them for the night. They were glad that we had come to be with them, and we were delighted 
and thankful to be embraced by them. These experiences of being an Anglican in relationship 
with te Haahi Mihinare have powerfully shaped my understanding of partnership. I have learnt 
that my interest in relationships with Maaori communities must extend beyond theoretical 
exercises and take place in living relationships with Maaori communities. It is not enough to 





2.2.6 Implications for Biblical Criticism 
Who I am and my social location have been profoundly influential in how I have come to 
interpret the biblical text and the academic narratives, which have produced the theories that 
we are using for interpretive practice. As I have looked towards my father’s side of our history, 
I have become keenly aware of how those dominant ideologies can be used to silence minority 
groups. Additionally, our family history of struggle in China under Chinese imperial rule and 
my experience of being Chinese in a Paakehaa dominant society have meant that I have also 
become sensitive to narratives of oppression and racism. Consequently, a significant feature of 
my engagement with the interpretive theory and with the biblical text is a preference to listen 
to the voices of the oppressed, marginalised, and those who are liberating themselves from 
such oppression and marginalisation. 
As I turn towards my mother’s side of our history, I am forced to awaken from my 
wilful amnesia of the past. I remember my perpetration and complicity in oppressing and 
dispossessing Maaori. In John Good, I am confronted by my culpability in invading these lands 
and violently attempting to remove Maaori from their land for my benefit. Through him and 
the rest of my ancestors in Aotearoa New Zealand, I am the product of a history of profiting 
from dispossessing Maaori. Therefore, I have also been reminded of my responsibility and 
onus to seek (costly) reconciliation for my oppression of Maaori communities. Again, this 
history has brought to my attention the racial and power dynamics in the systems we 
constructed in Aotearoa New Zealand. 
Hence, along with a preference to listen to the voices of the oppressed and marginalised 
through my father’s side, my identity through my mother’s side of our history has meant that 
in confronting and condemning the oppressors, I too am indicted and implicated. My identity 
as a Paakehaa means that I need to take responsibility for my complicity and perpetration of 
oppression and marginalisation. My identity as a Paakehaa means I need to remember the 
sacred responsibilities and obligations agreed to under Te Tiriti. Therefore, when I approach 
the theory of interpretation and the biblical text itself, it is not merely a confrontation of “those 
out there who are oppressing” but also a confrontation of myself as the oppressor. 
My own life experience of racism in Aotearoa New Zealand has reinforced this focus 
on confronting and challenging racist narratives and ideologies. It has also repressed my 
identity as a Chinese person. This repression of my Chinese identity has meant that I have 
learnt to function and think of myself primarily as a Paakehaa in my daily life. It is not until I 




not quite like other Paakehaa; I do have an identity as a Chinese person. As such, I recognise 
that I will genuinely flourish when I live into who I am as a Paakehaa, as a Chinese person and 
as a person in partnership with Maaori communities. 
My encounters with Maaori communities have influenced this realisation concerning 
my ethnic identity. In learning about who I am as a Paakehaa, through Te Tiriti o Waitangi, I 
understand that this relationship is a part of who I am as a person in Aotearoa New Zealand. 
This understanding has led to further discoveries relating to my own identity, such as the desire 
to grow and flourish as a Chinese person. Being someone with a biracial identity, with mixed 
ethnicity, means that I have always experienced life on the border between two or more social 
spheres. This life experience on the border has influenced my openness to interpret the bible 
from different cultural perspectives. 
As I look towards my own life experiences building relationships, friendships, and 
partnerships with Maaori communities, I have encountered love and compassion. This love and 
compassion, from their liberation, has precipitated my journey of liberation. In this journey, I 
have tried to make sense of our relationship with one another as I engage with Maaori 
communities. It has been a process of being confronted and being liberated from my 
internalised racism. In this liberation, I am learning how to listen, support, and live in a living 
relationship with the Maaori communities I encounter. This experience of building 
relationships, friendships, and partnerships with indigenous communities has deeply 
influenced how I interpret the theory and the biblical text. It has changed the shape of my 
thinking. It has also created the impetus and drive for this thesis to propose a way to interpret 
the text together with tangata whenua. 
Through my various experiences with the Anglican Church in Aotearoa, New Zealand 
and Polynesia, I have begun to understand what it means to be in a relationship of partnership 
not only as an individual but as a member of a much larger group. My journey with the 
Anglican Church, thus far, has taught me the value of commitment in partnership, the 
significance of learning from one another in partnership, and the value of presence and living 
relationship with our partner. It has also taught me how vital power-sharing is in a partnership 
and the importance of resource redistribution. One of the current issues that we are facing in 
our partnership in the Anglican Church is the distribution of our resources between the 
Paakehaa and the Maaori church and how this distribution has a significant influence on equity 
and building capacity in ministry. My experiences with the Anglican Church, particularly the 
partnership between Tikanga Maaori and Tikanga Paakehaa, greatly influence the concerns I 




and various influential experiences, I will now consider what it means for me to be Paakehaa 
in this place. 
 
2.4 Being Paakehaa in this Place? 
 
2.4.1 Brief Summary of the Relationship 
Since the signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi, the relationship between the Paakehaa population 
and iwi Maaori (Maaori tribes) has violently been shifted from one of an envisioned 
partnership between two people groups to a relationship where Paakehaa have colonised and 
oppressed the iwi Maaori. 30  In systemic settler colonisation, the societal structures are 
systematised to eliminate the indigenous group through assimilation and de-indigenisation.31 
In attempting to assimilate and de-indigenise the indigenous people, the colonial settler 
population attempt to indigenise themselves to the land. As we turn our attention to Aotearoa 
New Zealand, we see this systemic settler colonisation in action. 
The British Crown violated the sovereignty of Maaori by declaring their sovereignty 
over Aotearoa New Zealand, thereby attempting to overthrow Maaori sovereignty. The early 
traders, whalers, and settlers conducted unfair land trades with Maaori by intentionally paying 
less than the land value, purchasing land from the non-rightful owner, provisional use of land 
versus outright land ownership.32 The Crown also dispossessed and displaced Maaori from 
their land through legal mechanisms such as the Native Lands Act 1862,33 Native Lands Act 
1865,34 Native Land Act 1873,35 New Zealand Settlements Act 1863, the Public Works Lands 
 
30 Hineani Melbourne, Maori Sovereignty: The Maori Perspective (Auckland: Hodder Moa Beckett, 1995), 144–
45. 
31 Patrick Wolfe, “Settler Colonialism and the Elimination of the Native,” Journal of Genocide Research, vol. 8, 
no. 4 (2006): 387–390. 
32 Melbourne, Maori Sovereignty: The Maori Perspective, 25; David Slack, Bullshit, Backlash & Bleeding Hearts: 
A Confused Person's Guide to the Great Race Row (Auckland: Penguin, 2004), 112. 
33 The Native Lands Act 1862 provided a legal mechanism whereby the newly created Native Land Court could 
decide with whom the true ownership of the land title lay. It possessed the legal power to disestablish the land as 
customary Maaori land and convert the legal status of the land into Maaori freehold land. This meant that the legal 
ownership of land could be taken from customary collective ownership and invested in titles held by many 
individuals each with rights to sell the land (Native Lands Act 1862). 
34 The Native Lands Act 1865 meant that the Maaori freehold land title could no longer held by more than ten 
owners (Native Lands Act 1865). 
35 The Native Land Act 1873 meant that land could no longer be iwi-owned or hapuu-owned every person with a 
customary interest in the land had to be named in the land title. Because land could no longer be titled to more 




Act 1864,36 and the Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1967.37 
In the colonial mechanism of the New Zealand Settlements Act 1863, the land owned 
and occupied by Maaori who were labelled as rebels against the (illegitimate) sovereignty of 
the British Crown was legally forfeited to the Crown.38 Systemic settler colonisation then used 
the colonial education system for ‘natives’39 to beat the Maaori language and cultures out of 
indigenous students.40 This attack on the students was an attempt to de-indigenise Maaori from 
their language and culture and assimilate tangata whenua into the language and culture of the 
colonial settlers.41 
 
(Native Land Act 1873). 
36 The Public Works Lands Act 1864 allowed the government to acquire any land with little or no compensation 
for the purposes of creating public infrastructure and other works for the interest of the public (such as military 
bases) (Public Works Lands Act 1864). 
37 The Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1967 meant that Maaori freehold land titles held by less than four owners 
were automatically converted to general land titles. This once again made it easier to alienate land from Maaori 
ownership (Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1967). See also: Tony Simpson, Te riri pakeha = The White Man's 
Anger (Martinborough: Alister Taylor, 1979), 145, 214, Orange, 2004; and, the Native Land and Acquisition Act 
1893. 
38 New Zealand Settlements Act 1863: ‘II. Whenever the Governor in Council shall be satisfied that any Native 
Tribe or Section of a Tribe or any considerable number thereof has since the first day of January 1863 been 
engaged in rebellion against Her Majesty's authority it shall be lawful for the Governor in Council to declare that 
the District within which any land being the property or in the possession of such Tribe or Section or considerable 
number thereof shall be situate shall be a District within the provisions of this Act and the boundaries of such 
District in like manner to define and vary as he shall think fit.  
III. It shall be lawful for the Governor in Council from time to time to set apart within any such District eligible 
sites for settlements for colonization and the boundaries of such settlements to define and vary. 
IV. For the purposes of such settlements the Governor in Council may from time to time reserve or take any Land 
within such District and such Land shall be deemed to be Crown Land freed and discharged from all Title Interest 
or Claim of any person whomsoever as soon as the Governor in Council shall have declared that such Land is 
required for the purposes of this Act and is subject to the provisions thereof.  
V. Compensation shall be granted to all persons who shall have any title interest or claim to any Land taken under 
this Act provided always that no compensation shall be granted to any of the persons following that is to say to 
any person— 
(1.) Who shall since the 1st January 1863 have been engaged in levying or making war or carrying arms against 
Her Majesty the Queen or Her Majesty's Forces in New Zealand or— 
(2.) Who shall have adhered to, aided assisted or comforted any such persons as aforesaid or— 
(3.) Who shall have counselled advised induced enticed persuaded or conspired with any other person to make or 
levy war against Her Majesty or to carry arms against Her Majesty's Forces in New Zealand or to join with or 
assist any such persons as are before mentioned in Sub-Sections (1) and (2) or— 
(4.) Who in furtherance or in execution of the designs of any such persons as aforesaid shall have been either as 
principal or accessory concerned in any outrage against person or property or— 
(5.) Who on being required by the Governor by proclamation to that effect in the Government Gazette to deliver 
up the arms in their possession shall refuse or neglect to comply with such demand after a certain day to be 
specified in such proclamation’ (New Zealand Settlments Act 1863, sections 2–5). See also: Melbourne, Maori 
Sovereignty: The Maori Perspective, 144–45. 
39 Native Schools Act 1867. 
40 Michael Neilson, “Te Wiki o Te Reo Māori: Beaten for Speaking Their Native Tongue, and the Generations 
that Suffered,” The New Zealand Herald, 2020, accessed 14 February 2021, https://www.nzherald.co.nz/nz/te-
wiki-o-te-reo-maori-beaten-for-speaking-their-native-tongue-and-the-generations-that-
suffered/F7G6XCM62QAHTYVSRVOCRKAUYI/. 
41 The Native Schools Act 1867 and the native schools were mechanisms that the New Zealaand government used 
to eliminate Maaori language and cultures and assimilate Maaori into Paakehaa language and culture. The Act 
incentivised the proficiency of Maaori students in the English language (and English subjects) by awarding special 




This small part of the various means of insurrection, unfair trades, and creating legal 
mechanisms to disempower, dispossess, disenfranchise, and impoverish tangata whenua from 
their rightful sovereignty, land, resources, language, and culture defines some of the 
frameworks of the systemic colonisation established and maintained by the Paakehaa 
government and society over successive generations. Over the years since the signing of Te 
Tiriti o Waitangi, using these various means identified above as well as social, racial, religious 
ideologies, and other legal mechanisms, the balance of the relationship between tangata 
whenua and Paakehaa has severely compromised the relational equity (§1.4.4). 
This systemic settler colonisation (and systemic racism; see below) has ensured that all 
systems in the society of Aotearoa New Zealand are actively hostile and diminishing for 
Maaori.42 Nevertheless, despite Paakehaa forming society into a hostile environment, Maaori 
are liberating themselves from the oppression of settler colonisation. We see this with the 
 
said grants if the Colonial secretary believes that the school is not competent in teaching in the English language 
in most, if not all of its curriculum. The Native Schools Act 1867 reads:  
‘15. Such special grants shall be calculated at a certain yearly rate upon the daily average number of scholars in 
attendance and shall be payable quarterly on the receipt of such returns as to the number of the scholars and their 
proficiency in the English language and in the knowledge of reading writing and arithmetic as shall be from time 
to time prescribed in regulations to he made in that behalf by the Colonial Secretary.  
21. No school shall receive any grant unless it' s shown to the satisfaction of the Colonial Secretary by the report 
of the inspector or otherwise as the Colonial Secretary shall think fit that the English language and the ordinary 
subjects of primary English education are taught by a competent teacher and that the instruction, is. carried on in 
the English language as far as practicable Provided always that it shall be lawful for the Colonial Secretary to 
contribute to the maintenance or salaries of such Native teachers as shall conduct Native Schools in remote 
districts when it may be found impossible to provide English teachers’ (Native Schools Act 1867, sections 15, 
21). See also: Donna Awatere Huata, Maori Sovereignty (Auckland: Broadsheet, 1984), 21–6. 
42 In 1860, Maaori owned approximately eighty percent of land in the North Island of Aotearoa New Zealand. In 
1910, Maaori owned approximately twenty seven percent of land in the North Island. By 2000, Maaori owned 
around four percent of land in the North Island (Ministry for Culture and Heritage, “Māori Land Loss, 1860–
2000,” NZHistory, 2021, accessed 14 July 2021, https://nzhistory.govt.nz/media/interactive/maori-land-1860-
2000; see also: Walker, Ka whawhai tonu matou, 138–42). Between 1844 and 1865, ‘The Crown and the New 
Zealand Company had purchased nearly 99% of the South Island’ (Ministry for Culture and Heritage, “Māori 
Land Loss.”; see also: Walker, Ka whawhai tonu matou, 105–110. 
Concerning te reo Maaori, Ranginui Walker writes, ‘In 1900 over 90 per cent of new entrants at primary school 
spoke Maori as their first language. By 1960 white dominance and the policy of suppression had taken their toll: 
only 26 per cent of young children spoke Maori. By 1979 the Maori language had retreated to the point where it 
was thought it would die out unless something was done to save it’ (Ka whawhai tonu matou, 147–48). 
For further research on the effects of systemic settler colonisation on Maaori see: Helen Moewaka Barnes and 
Tim McCreanor, “Colonisation, Hauora and Whenua in Aotearoa,” Journal of the Royal Society of New Zealand, 
vol. 49, no. sup1 (2019): 20–4; Margaret Mutu, “Maori Issues,” The Contemporary Pacific, vol. 27, no. 1 (2015); 




establishment of several Whare Waananga throughout the country,43 the Ihumaatao protests,44 
the revitalisation of te reo Maaori (the Maaori language),45 the repeal of the local Maaori wards 
petition legislation, 46  the establishment of several local Maaori wards, 47  the forthcoming 
 
43 Whare Waananga are indigenous tertiary institutes based around tikanga Maaori. The Education and Training 
Act 2020 defines these institutes as ‘a wananga is characterised by teaching and research that maintains, advances, 
and disseminates knowledge and develops intellectual independence, and assists the application of knowledge 
regarding ahuatanga Maori (Maori tradition) according to tikanga Maori (Maori custom)’ (Education and Training 
Act 2020, 268.2.d.ii.B). Presently, there are three Whare Waananga throughout Aotearoa New Zealand. These are 
Te Whare Waananga o Raukawa, Te Whare Waananga o Aotearoa, Te Whare Waananga o Awanuiārangi. 
Although many Universities us the term “Whare Waananga” in the Maaori translation of their University name, 
they are classed as Universities and not Whare Waananga under The Education and Training Act 2020 (Education 
and Training Act 2020, 268.2.d.i.A–E, 268.2.d.ii.A). 
44 In 2019 and 2020, the Ihumaatao protests were prominent in popular news in Aotearoa New Zealand. The mana 
whenua protested the development of the land by Fletcher Building. They cited, among other reasons, the ancestral 
significance of Ihumaatao. The land was originally stolen by the Crown in 1865 under The New Zealand 
Settlements Act 1863 Charlotte Muru-Lanning, “The Truth About Ihumātao: All the False Claims and 
Misinformation, Corrected,” The Spinoff, 2020, accessed 28 July 2021, https://thespinoff.co.nz/atea/19-12-
2020/the-truth-about-ihumatao-all-the-false-claims-and-misinformation-corrected/. In 1867, the land was sold by 
the Crown to Paakehaa famers Muru-Lanning, “The Truth About Ihumātao.” In 2016, those famers sold the 
section to Fletcher Residential for future development Muru-Lanning, “The Truth About Ihumātao.” Mana 
whenua opposed the development of the land and protested the sale and development for six years, including a 
long span of continuous occupation of the land. In 2020, mana whenua, the Crown, and Fletcher Residential 
reached an agreement for the Crown to purchase the land from Fletcher for $30m and use it for housing purposes 
with a specific interest in housing the mana whenua and for public housing (Jane Patterson, “Ihumātao: Deal 
Struck Between Government and Fletcher Building to Buy Disputed Land,” Radio New Zealand, 17 December 
2020, accessed 10 September 2021.) See a;sp: Meriana Johnsen, “Ihumātao Protest: Kaumātua and Rangatahi 
Split over Development,” Radio New Zealand, 2019, accessed 28 July 2021, https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/te-
manu-korihi/395151/ihumatao-protest-kaumatua-and-rangatahi-split-over-development; Kereama Wright, 
“Tensions High at Ihumātao,” Te Ao Māori News, 2019, accessed, https://www.teaomaori.news/tensions-high-
ihumatao. 
45 Te Puni Kōkiri, Te Oranga o te Reo Māori 2006 - The Health of the Māori Language in 2006 (Te Puni Kōkiri 
House, 2008), 2–6; Stats NZ Tatauranga Aotearora, “Survey on the Health of the Māori Language,” Key Statistics, 
vol. May 2002(2001); Stats NZ Tatauranga Aotearoa, “Te Kupenga 2013 (English),” Stats NZ Tatauranga 
Aotearoa, 6 May 2014, accessed 3 September 2021, https://www.stats.govt.nz/information-releases/te-kupenga-
2013-english; Stats NZ Tatauranga Aotearoa, “Te Kupenga: 2018 (final) – English,” Stats NZ Tatauranga 
Aotearoa, 9 November 2020, accessed 3 September 2021, https://www.stats.govt.nz/information-releases/te-
kupenga-2018-final-english; Tamati Reedy, “Te Reo Māori: The Past 20 Years and Looking Forward,” Oceanic 
Linguistics, vol. 39, no. 1 (2000). 
According to Te Kupenga 2013 report, ‘257,500 (55 percent) Māori adults had some ability to speak te reo Māori; 
that is, they were able to speak more than a few words or phrases in the language. This compares with 153,500 
(42 percent) in 2001’ Stats NZ Tatauranga Aotearoa, “Te Kupenga 2013.” According to Te Kupenga 2018 report, 
‘Nearly 6 out of 10 Māori adults (57 percent) could understand, and almost half (48 percent) could speak more 
than a few words or phrases. Women were more likely than men to report that they could speak, understand, read, 
and write Te reo Māori at least fairly well’ Stats NZ Tatauranga Aotearoa, “Te Kupenga: 2018.” 
46 Local Electoral (Māori Wards and Māori Constituencies) Amendment Bill; Katie Scotcher, “Māori wards 
amendment bill passes final reading in Parliament,” Radio New Zealand, 2021, accessed 25 August 2021, 
https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/political/437105/maori-wards-amendment-bill-passes-final-reading-in-parliament. 
The “Local Electoral (Māori Wards and Māori Constituencies) Amendment Bill” by Hon Nanaia Mahuta repealed 
legislation in the Local Elections Act 2001 that allowed a 5% petition, from electors in a council area, to force a 
binding poll of the electors that often resulted in the council disestablishing the local Maaori electoral constituency 
(regional councils) or ward (territorial authorities). The amendments meant that only the councils are able to 
establish or disestablish Maaori constituencies or wards. 
47 There are six regional councils and twenty-eight territorial authorities who have establish Maaori constituencies 
(regional) or Maaori wards (territorial) in their local elections. Prior to the indication from the New Zealand 
Labour Party to Amend the Local Electoral Act 2001, there were three councils who had established Maaori 
constituencies or wards: Bay of Plenty Regional Council (2004), Waikato Regional Council (2013), and Wairoa 




establishment of the Maaori health authority,48 the ongoing work to decolonise the academy,49 
and the ongoing work to decolonise society to name a few examples. 
An in-depth study of the historical and present-day realities of colonisation and 
systemic oppression in Aotearoa New Zealand is beyond the scope of this thesis.50 Nevertheless, 
we (Paakehaa) must recognise our historical and contemporary perpetration and complicity in 
systemic racism and colonisation for us to begin to move in the direction of liberation, healing, 
and reconciliation. Suppose Paakehaa confront the past and re-imagine the future of being 
Paakehaa in Aotearoa New Zealand. In that case, we must begin by responding to the persistent 
 
constituency or ward. After the “Local Electoral (Māori Wards and Māori Constituencies) Amendment Bill” 
(proposed by Hon Nanaia Mahuta) was passed by the Parliament of New Zealand, three regional councils and 
twenty two territorial authorities voted to establish Maaori constituencies or wards (see Appendix 6). 
48 Andrew Little and Peeni Henare, “Building a New Zealand Health Service that Works for All New Zealanders,” 
Beehive.govt.nz, 21 April 2021, accessed 3 September 2021, https://www.beehive.govt.nz/speech/building-new-
zealand-health-service-works-all-new-zealanders. According to Hon Peeni Henare (Ngaati Hine, Ngaa Puhi), ‘We 
will legislate for a new body an independent voice - the Māori Health Authority, to drive hauora Māori and lead 
the system to make real change. It will have joint decision-making rights to agree national strategies, policies and 
plans that affect Māori, at all levels of the system. And it will work in partnership with Health New Zealand to 
ensure service plans and commissioning drives improvement in equity’ Little and Henare, “Building a New 
Zealand Health Service that Works for All New Zealanders.” 
According to Hon Andrew Little, ‘Māori still suffer, on average, worse health than other New Zealanders. I 
referred earlier to a report released this week by the Health Quality & Safety Commission. It is sobering reading, 
and totally contradicts our perception of ourselves as an egalitarian country. The system has never allowed Māori 
meaningful control over issues affecting their own communities and has never really acknowledged that what we 
are doing isn’t working for Māori, and that by giving more control over to Māori communities, we might actually 
change things for the better. 
The Crown has specific obligations to Māori under Te Tiriti o Waitangi. 
Now, we have an opportunity to truly live up to the vision of the Treaty. 
As well as monitoring the state of Māori health and helping develop health policy, as contemplated by the Health 
and Disability System Review, we will have a Māori Health Authority with the power to directly commission 
health services for Māori and to partner with Health NZ in other aspects of the health system. The establishment 
of the Māori Health Authority is a real step towards tino rangatiratanga in health.’ Little and Henare, “Building a 
New Zealand Health Service that Works for All New Zealanders.” 
49 Such as the work by: Tate, He Puna Iti; Hirini Kaa, Te Hāhi Mihinare: The Māori Anglican Church (Wellington: 
Bridget Williams Books, 2020); Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa.”; Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology.”; Hollis, “Te 
Atuatanga.”; Nicholson, “‘Ko te mea nui, ko te aroha’.”; Wensor, “Te Pīhopatanga ō Aotearoa Liturgical 
Theologies.”; Callaghan, “Te Karaiti in Mihingare Spirituality.”; Melbourne, “Te wairua kōmingomingo o te 
Māori.”; Tuhiwai Smith, “Kaupapa Māori Research.”; Tiakiwai, “Understanding and Doing Research.”; Jenny Te 
Paa-Daniel, “Bible and Colonization: Aotearoa New Zealand,” in Colonialism and the Bible: Contemporary 
Reflections from the Global South, eds. Segovia and Liew (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2018); Smith, “The 
Dialectic Relation of Theory and Practice.”; Smith, “Research Issues Related to Maori Education.”; Pihama, 
“Kaupapa Māori Theory.”; McAllister, et al., “Why Isn't My Professor Māori?.” 
50 For extensive research on the subject of colonisation, systemic oppression, and racial inequities in Aotearoa 
New Zealand, see Moewaka Barnes and McCreanor, “Colonisation, Hauora and Whenua ”; B. Robson and R. 
Harris eds, Hauora: Māori Standards of Health. IV: A Study of the Years 2000–2005 (Maori Standards of Health; 
Wellington: Te Rōpū Rangahau Hauora a Eru Pōmare, 2007); Claudia Orange, An Illustrated History of the Treaty 
of Waitangi (Wellington: Bridget Williams Books, 2004); Walker, Ka whawhai tonu matou; Julian Wilcox, 
“Episode 25 - Dr Leonie Pihama,” in Indigenous 100(ed. Media; Aotearoa: Mahi Tahi Media, 2020); Te Paa-
Daniel, “Bible and Colonization.”; Awatere Huata, Maori Sovereignty; Papaarangi Reid and Bridget Robson, 
“Understanding Health Inequities,” in Hauora: Māori Standards of Health. IV: A Study of the Years 2000–2005, 
eds. Robson and Harris (vol. 4 of Maori Standards of Health; Wellington: Te Rōpū Rangahau Hauora a Eru 
Pōmare, 2007); Tuhiwai Smith, Decolonizing Methodologies (2021); Ani Mikaere, Colonising Myths - Māori 




petition from Maaori to return our attention to He Whakaputanga o te Rangatiratanga o Nu 
Tireni and Te Tiriti o Waitangi and honour our agreements with Maaori. 
 
2.4.2 He Whakaputanga o te Rangatiratanga o Nu Tireni 
In 1835, the Northern Tribes of Aotearoa New Zealand, ‘Ko matou ko nga Tino Rangatira o 
nga iwi o Nu Tireni i raro mai o Hauraki’51 (‘We, the absolute leaders of the tribes of New 
Zealand to the north of the Hauraki’),52 gathered together at Waitangi where they signed “He 
Whakaputanga o te Rangatiratanga o Nu Tireni” (hereafter known as He Whakaputanga; see 
Appendix 4). This document, in essence, was a declaration that Aotearoa New Zealand was an 
independent and sovereign state.53 The sovereign powers of this state, held in perpetuity, were 
and are the many iwi throughout Aotearoa New Zealand. In reality, He Whakaputanga was an 
international affirmation and recognition of the pre-existing truth.  
He Whakaputanga contains four articles. The first article is the declaration of Aotearoa 
New Zealand as a sovereign and independent state. The second article explained that the 
sovereignty of the state of Aotearoa New Zealand resides with the many Maaori chiefs. This 
article also acknowledges that these chiefs collectively possess the sole power to make laws 
and govern the lands of Aotearoa New Zealand or delegate another body to do so. As a 
collective, the chiefs were ‘te wakaminenga o Nu Tireni’54 (‘the sacred Confederation of New 
Zealand’).55 In the third article, the chiefs agreed to meet annually at Waitangi to ‘ki te wakarite 
ture kia tika ai te wakawakanga kia mau pu te rongo kia mutu te he kia tika te hokohoko’56 
(‘enact laws that justice may be done, so that peace may prevail and wrong-doing cease and 
trade be fair’).57 Finally, in the fourth article, the chiefs agreed to send He Whakaputanga to 
the British Crown (the King of England) to be internationally recognised, along with their new 
state flag. Furthermore, article four contains an invitation to the British Crown to protect and 
guide the chiefs as they learnt to govern their lands as a confederation and to maintain friendly 
relationships with the Sovereign’s subjects in Aotearoa New Zealand (‘nga pakeha e noho nei 
 
51 He Whakaputanga o te Rangatiratanga o Nu Tireni, Article 1. 
52 Translation of He Whakaputanga by Mānuka Hēnare in Waitangi Tribunal, He Whakaputanga me te Tiriti = 
The Declaration and the Treaty: The Report on Stage 1 of the Te Paparahi o Te Raki Inquiry (Lower Hutt: 
Legislation Direct, 2014), 175. 
53 Slack, Bullshit, Backlash & Bleeding Hearts, 29. 
54 He Whakaputanga o te Rangatiratanga o Nu Tireni, Article 2. 
55 Translation of He Whakaputanga by Mānuka Hēnare in Waitangi Tribunal, He Whakaputanga me te Tiriti, 175. 
56 He Whakaputanga o te Rangatiratanga o Nu Tireni, Article 3. 




i uta;’58 ‘the Pākehā who live on our shores’).59 
After signing He Whakaputanga, the document was sent to England, where the King of 
England (King William IV) recognised and acknowledged the independence and sovereignty 
of Aotearoa New Zealand.60 Thus, He Whakaputanga is an essential and significant document 
in understanding the foundations of the relationship between Maaori and Paakehaa. It is 
significant because it is out of their independence and sovereignty over Aotearoa New Zealand 
that the Maaori chiefs negotiated and agreed to Te Tiriti o Waitangi. 
 
2.4.3 Te Tiriti o Waitangi 
In response to continued lawlessness and unfair transactions by traders, whalers, and British 
settlers in Aotearoa New Zealand, the iwi Maaori (Maaori tribes) invited their protector, the 
British Crown, to send a representative to their country and, together, work out a way to bring 
law and order to this Maaori and Paakehaa society.61 The British Crown accepted this invitation 
and sent a consul, William Hobson, to represent and negotiate with tangata whenua on their 
behalf. What resulted from these negotiations is known as Te Tiriti o Waitangi, signed 6 
February 1840. This document is a formal agreement to a partnership between the sovereign 
chiefs of Aotearoa New Zealand and the British Crown. 
 
58 He Whakaputanga o te Rangatiratanga o Nu Tireni, Article 4. 
59 Translation of He Whakaputanga by Mānuka Hēnare in Waitangi Tribunal, He Whakaputanga me te Tiriti, 175. 
60 ‘The chiefs who were parties to the Article of Confederation and Declaration of Independence in October, 1835, 
together with those who have subsequently adhered to it, include, with very few exceptions, the whole of the 
chiefs of influence in the northern parts of the island, and the adhesion of the remainder could at any time be 
procured. Whatever acts approaching to act of sovereignty or government have been exercised in the country, 
have been exercised by these chiefs in their individual capacity as relates to their own people, and in their 
collective capacity as relates to their negotiations with the British Government, the only Government with which 
the chiefs or people of New Zealand have had any relations of a diplomatic character. Their flag has also been 
formally recognised by the British Government as the flag of an independent state’ (James Busby, “Letter from 
James Busby, ESQ., British Resident at New Zealand, to the Honourable the Colonial Secretary of New South 
Wales,” in Appendix Official Documents,  (vol. 4 of Pamphlets on New Zealand (1838–1849), 1837), xiii). 
‘The Ministers of the Crown have been restrained by still higher motives from engaging in such an enterprise. 
They have deferred to the advice of the Committee appointed by the House of Commons in the year 1836, to 
inquire into the state of the Aborigines residing in the vicinity of our colonial settlements; and have concurred 
with that Committee in thinking that the increase of national wealth and power, promised by the acquisition of 
New Zealand, would be a most inadequate compensation for the injury which must be inflicted on this kingdom 
itself by embarking in a measure essentially unjust, but too certainly fraught with calamity to a numerous and 
inoffensive people, who title to the soil and to the sovereignty of New Zealand is indisputable, and has been 
solemnly recognised by the British Government’ (Constantine Phipps, “The Marquis of Normanby to Captain 
Hobson, R.N.,” in Parliamentary Papers Relating to The Colony of New Zealand,  (vol. 4 of Pamphlets on New 
Zealand (1838–1849), 1839), 10). 
‘I have already stated that we acknowledge New Zealand as a sovereign and independent state’ (Phipps, “The 
Marquis of Normanby to Captain Hobson,” 11). 




William Hobson was sent to Aotearoa New Zealand with a very clear set of instructions 
outlined by the first Marquis of Normanby, Constantine Phipps, on behalf of the British 
Government. The purpose of Hobson’s mission was: ‘To mitigate and, if possible, to avert 
these disasters,62 and to rescue the emigrants themselves from the evils of a lawless state of 
society’63 and ‘treat with the aborigines of New Zealand for the recognition of Her Majesty’s 
sovereign authority over the whole or any parts of those islands which they may be willing to 
place under Her Majesty’s dominion.’64 Despite having been invited to help the Maaori chiefs 
maintain order with the settler population (the British immigrants), it was the view of the 
British Crown that under the current arrangement, they could not act in Aotearoa New Zealand. 
Since, according to the Marquis of Normanby, the British Crown already recognised that the 
Maaori chiefs’ 
title to the soil and to the sovereignty of New Zealand [was] indisputable, and [had] 
been solemnly recognised by the British Government. … [This] admission of their 
rights … is binding on the faith of the British Crown.65 
Therefore, there was no legal basis for the British Crown to act and govern their subjects in 
Aotearoa New Zealand.66 The Marquis of Normanby further instructed Hobson that in fulfilling 
his authorised duties to the Crown, he must gain the full consent for any agreement with the 
Maaori chiefs. 
The Queen, in common with Her Majesty’s immediate predecessor, disclaims, for 
herself and for her subjects, every pretension to seize on the islands of New Zealand, 
or to govern them as a part of the dominion of Great Britain, unless the free and 
intelligent consent of the native, expressed according to their established usages, shall 
 
62 Phipps describes some of these disasters in the preceding text, saying, ‘The necessity for the interposition of 
the Government has, however, become too evident to admit any further inaction. The reports which have reached 
this Office within the last few months, establish the facts, that about the commencement of the year 1838 a body 
of not less than two thousand British subjects had become permanent inhabitants of New Zealand; that amongst 
them were many persons of bad or doubtful character—convicts who had fled from our penal settlements, or 
seamen who had deserted their ships; and that these people, unrestrained by any law amenable to no tribunals, 
were alternately the authors and the victims of every species of crime and outrage. It further appears that extensive 
cessions of land have been obtained from the natives, and that several hundred persons have recently sailed from 
this country to occupy and cultivate those lands. The spirit of adventure having thus been effectually roused, it 
can no longer be doubted that an extensive settlement of British subjects will be rapidly established in New 
Zealand; and that unless protected and restrained by necessary laws and institutions, they will repeat, unchecked, 
in that quarter of the globe the same process of war and spoilation, under which uncivilised tribes have almost 
invariably disappeared as often as they have been brought into the immediate vicinity of emigrants from the 
nations of Christendom’ (Phipps, “The Marquis of Normanby to Captain Hobson,” 11). That is to say, Phipps 
instructions to Hobson resulted from the British Governments reflections on the ‘war and spoilation’ they caused 
in other colonises prior to Te Tiriti o Waitangi. 
63 Phipps, “The Marquis of Normanby to Captain Hobson,” 11. 
64 Phipps, “The Marquis of Normanby to Captain Hobson,” 11. 
65 Phipps, “The Marquis of Normanby to Captain Hobson,” 10–1. 




be first obtained.67 
Therefore, Hobson was to fulfil his mission by convincing the Maaori chiefs to sign a 
treaty with the British Crown. Hobson’s job was to ensure the chiefs gave their ‘free and 
intelligent consent’68 to the terms as ‘expressed according to their established usages.’69 It is 
out of these circumstances and instructions that Te Tiriti o Waitangi was composed. 
This section will only discuss the agreement as it appears in Te Tiriti o Waitangi.70 This 
decision is based on the instructions of the Marquis of Normanby to Hobson, on behalf of the 
British Government, in which Hobson was to gain full consent as ‘expressed according to their 
established usages,’71 i.e. as expressed in the Maaori language. Furthermore, Hobson signed 
both The Treaty of Waitangi and Te Tiriti o Waitangi. On the other hand, the overwhelming 
majority of Maaori chiefs signed Te Tiriti o Waitangi (approximately 500), while a small 
minority (about 39 chiefs)72 signed The Treaty of Waitangi.73 Those who signed The Treaty of 
Waitangi, the Waikato-Manukau copy, did not have access to Te Tiriti o Waitangi to sign and 
therefore relied on those presenting the Treaty to translate what was written faithfully.74 From 
my perspective, these circumstances invalidate the English Treaty of Waitangi as a reliable 
source for the agreed partnership between Maaori and Paakehaa.75 
 
67 Phipps, “The Marquis of Normanby to Captain Hobson,” 11. 
68 Phipps, “The Marquis of Normanby to Captain Hobson,” 11. 
69 Phipps, “The Marquis of Normanby to Captain Hobson,” 11. 
70 Janine Hayward, “He Whakaputanga me te Tiriti: The Declaration and the Treaty,” in Te Kōparapara: An 
Introduction to the Māori World, eds. Reilly, et al. (Auckland: Auckland University Press, 2018), 187. 
71 Phipps, “The Marquis of Normanby to Captain Hobson,” 11. 
72 Ministry for Culture and Heritage, “Waikato-Manukau Treaty Copy,” NZHistory, 12 July 2021, accessed 14 
July 2021, https://nzhistory.govt.nz/media/interactive/waikato-manukau-treaty-copy. Also, ‘[Robert] Maunsell 
considered that the thirty-two chiefs who signed the treaty at Waikato Heads comprised most of the leading men 
of the area over which he had some influence, although he had to admit failure in the case of two Waikato chiefs 
(one of whom was possibly Te Wherowhero) … Symonds had intended to seek treaty signatories down the coast 
to Taranaki, but since Maunsell’s work had made this unnecessary, he bore Maunsell’s treaty copy, together with 
an accompanying report, back ti Manukau where seven more Waikato chiefs signed on 26 April.’ (Claudia Orange, 
The Treaty of Waitangi (Wellington: Bridget Williams Books with assistance from the Historical Publications 
Branch, Department of Internal Affairs, 1987), 69). 
73  Ministry for Culture and Heritage, “The Treaty in Brief,” NZHistory, accessed 4 June 2021, 
https://nzhistory.govt.nz/politics/treaty/the-treaty-in-brief; Ministry for Culture and Heritage, “Ngā tohu – Treaty 
Signatories,” NZHistory, 5 February, accessed 14 July 2021, https://nzhistory.govt.nz/politics/treaty/nga-tohu-
treaty-signatories; Orange, Treaty of Waitangi, 1. According to the names listed by NZHistory.govt.nz we have 
evidence of approximately 544 Maaori signatories (Ministry for Culture and Heritage, “Ngā tohu – Treaty 
Signatories.” 
74 On the west coast at Waikato Heads, Robert Maunsell received a copy [of the Treaty] in English (the only 
English copy known to be circulated)’ Orange, Treaty of Waitangi, 69. 
75 R. M. Ross, “Te Tiriti o Waitangi: Texts and Translations,” New Zealand Journal of History, vol. 6, no. 2 
(1972): 133–35, 136–39, 153–54; Orange, Treaty of Waitangi, 58, 61, 63, 66–7, 69–73, 87–91; Waitangi Tribunal, 
He Whakaputanga me te Tiriti, 408–11, 411–12, 414–16, 417–19, 427–31, 435–37, 441–42, 452–53, 512–22, 
526–27; Patu Hohepa, ‘Responses of Professor Patu Hohepa to Questions in Writing’, 10 December 2010, 4–5 in 
Waitangi Tribunal, He Whakaputanga me te Tiriti, 553; Johnson Erima Henare, brief of evidence, 10 September 
2010, 6 in Waitangi Tribunal, He Whakaputanga me te Tiriti, 554; Warren Moetara, amended brief of evidence, 




Te Tiriti o Waitangi contains a preamble and three articles. In the preamble, Te Tiriti 
describes the British Crown’s (Queen Victoria’s) interest in continuing to offer protection to 
the chiefs of Aotearoa New Zealand and maintain their ‘rangatiratanga’76 (‘chieftainship’)77 
and possession of their lands.78 The preamble then states the British Crown desires to sustain 
‘te Rongo ki a ratou me te Atanoho hoki’79 (‘peace and good order’)80 with the chiefs and tribes 
of Aotearoa New Zealand. This is because of the acknowledged reality that many of the Queen 
of England’s subjects were already living and trading in Aotearoa New Zealand, and that many 
more were going to be arriving. In the preamble, Te Tiriti recognises and allows the legitimate 
immigration of people from the British Empire to Aotearoa New Zealand (as an act of Maaori 
sovereignty) and describes the British Crown’s desire to ensure the relationship between the 
two people is peaceful, just, and orderly. 
The first article provides the Queen of England with the right to govern in Aotearoa 
New Zealand in perpetuity. The British Crown, in the second article, recognises and pledges 
to protect the tino rangatiratanga81 (‘chieftainship,’82 sovereignty), that Maaori continue to be 
sovereign over ‘o ratou wenua o ratou kainga me o ratou taonga katoa’83 (their lands, villages 
and all their treasures’).84 Secondly, this article established the British Crown as the sole 
purchasing agent of land from iwi Maaori if they choose to sell. In the final article, Te Tiriti 
guarantees the British Crown’s protection to all tangata Maaori.85 Not only are Maaori people 
given sworn protection, but the British Crown also extends to them the rights of British 
citizenship.86 Robert Mahuta (Waikato, Ngaati Maniapoto, Ngaati Manu) understands Article 
 
Whitiora Marae, Te Tii, 11–15 October 2010, 182 in Waitangi Tribunal, He Whakaputanga me te Tiriti, 554; Patu 
Hohepa, linguistic evidence, 22 September 2010, 63 in Waitangi Tribunal, He Whakaputanga me te Tiriti, 554; 
Renata Tane, amended brief of evidence, 28 July 2010, 14; Transcript of third hearing week, Waipuna Marae, 
Panguru, 9–13 August 2010, 152–53 in Waitangi Tribunal, He Whakaputanga me te Tiriti, 554. 
Furthermore, the Waitangi Tribunal has determined in matters of ambiguity between Te Tiriti o Waitangi and The 
Treaty of Waitangi that, in agreement with a 1987 Orakei Tribunal, Te Tiriti is to be given ‘considerable weight’ 
(Waitangi Tribunal, He Whakaputanga me te Tiriti, 522). It is also worth noting that The Waitangi Tribunal is 
bound to interpret Te Tiriti o Waitangi and The Treaty of Waitangi alongside one another by law because the 
predominately Paakehaa Parliament considers there to be one, single treaty in two languages Treaty of Waitangi 
Act 1975, Preamble, 5.2, Schedule 1; Waitangi Tribunal, He Whakaputanga me te Tiriti, 521–22.. 
76 Te Tiriti o Waitangi, Preamble. 
77 I. H. Kawharu, “Translation of Maori Text by I. H. Kawharu,” in Waitangi: Māori & Pākehā Perspectives of 
the Treaty of Waitangi, ed. Kawharu (Auckland: Oxford University Press, 1989), 321. 
78 Hayward, “He Whakaputanga me te Tiriti,” 189. 
79 Te Tiriti o Waitangi, Preamble. 
80 Kawharu, “Translation of Maori Text,” 321. 
81 Te Tiriti o Waitangi, Ko te Tuarua. 
82 Kawharu, “Translation of Maori Text,” 321. 
83 Te Tiriti o Waitangi, Ko te Tuarua. 
84 Kawharu, “Translation of Maori Text,” 321. 
85 Te Tiriti o Waitangi, Ko te Tuatoru. 




Three to mean that Maaori can participate in the state as full and equal members, including the 
full and equal use of ‘Health, education, welfare, whatever.’87 
Te Tiriti is significant for us today because it continues to exist as the foundational 
document that, for the most part, clearly outlines the fundamental relationship between Maaori 
and Paakehaa, as well as the primary relational responsibilities and obligations. Although 
Paakehaa have violated Te Tiriti, it remains the defining agreement for the relationship between 
the tangata whenua and Paakehaa. It is through Te Tiriti that Paakehaa gain legitimacy in 
Aotearoa New Zealand. Nevertheless, this legitimacy of place comes with responsibilities and 
obligations to Maaori. 
 
2.4.4 The Relationality of Paakehaa 
If we look at the iwi Maaori and Paakehaa peoples through a relational lens and Te Tiriti o 
Waitangi, then we are exposed to the reality of a different relational dynamic between the two 
people groups. Historically, Paakehaa have continually attempted to reverse their relationship 
with Maaori. On reflection before signing, Nōpera Panakareao (Te Paatuu, Te Rarawa) said in 
Te Tiriti ‘Ko te atakau o te whenua i riro i a te Kuini. Ko te tinana o te whenua i waiho ki nga 
Maori’ (‘The shadow of the land goes to the Queen, but the substance remains with us’).88 
After seeing the actions of Paakehaa after the signing of Te Tiriti, ‘Nopera had come to 
the conclusion that the substance of the land had gone.’89 Nevertheless, belonging and identity 
for Paakehaa in Aotearoa New Zealand are located in the right relationship with tangata 
whenua through Te Tiriti. Professor Leonie Pihama (Te Aatiawa, Ngaati Maahanga, Ngaa 
Maahanga a Tairi) explains what this Tiriti partnership should look like since Maaori are the 
indigenous people of Aotearoa New Zealand. In an interview for Indigenous100 with Julian 
Wilcox (Ngaa Puhi, Te Arawa), Pihama states,  
What [Paakehaa and the Crown] need to understand is that they are manuhiri, and 
they need to learn to be good manuhiri. They need to be good manuhiri. And, we 
show them that on the marae all the time, poohiri is very clear example of how we 
come together as tangata whenua and manuhiri because when they come on they 
become a part of us but they don’t own the marae. You know, they become a part of 
our community on our terms, within our tikanga. So, I think that is the role for many 
Paakehaa, particularly who are interested in being supportive and involved, is that 
 
87 Melbourne, Maori Sovereignty: The Maori Perspective, 147. 
88 Orange, Illustrated History, 38. 




they need to understand what it means to be good manuhiri and understand what it 
means to be aligned to kaawanatanga and what that means for us [tangata whenua; 
Maaori].90 
The implications of this explanation by Pihama are hugely significant and confronting 
for Paakehaa. In coming into Aotearoa New Zealand, under Te Tiriti o Waitangi, Paakehaa 
migrated to a land with its own tikanga (customs, practices) and history into which we need to 
acculturate and naturalise into. Initially, these tikanga were the indigenous cultures, 
knowledges, and laws which have existed and have been exercised in Aotearoa New Zealand 
for many generations before the arrival of Paakehaa. The colonial culture, knowledge, and law, 
therefore, were foreign to Aotearoa New Zealand. However, through the partnership 
established in Te Tiriti o Waitangi, Paakehaa are being invited to ‘become a part of our [hapuu, 
iwi] community on our terms, within our tikanga.’91 That is, Paakehaa, in the Tiriti partnership, 
are being invited to enter into living relationships with the indigenous communities in their 
locality. 
Ani Mikaere (Ngaati Raukawa, Ngaati Porou) explains this relationship by using an 
analogy from tikanga Maaori, demonstrating the original relational laws of Aotearoa New 
Zealand. She explains, 
When manuhiri go into the area of another people, it is understood that the tikanga of 
the tangata whenua apply. … That is not to say that people from outside an iwi area 
never took up residence within that iwi’s boundaries … But arrangements of this type 
were always carefully negotiated and the consent of the tangata whenua was 
imperative, as was the fulfilment of any conditions they set down. And always, it was 
the relationship between the two parties that mattered most. Both sides were expected 
to actively nurture the relationship, with the concept of utu or reciprocity operating to 
bind them together more closely as time passed. Naturally, this understanding applied 
to Pākehā individuals who took up residence amongst iwi during the earliest days of 
Māori–Pākehā contact.92 
Hence, it is apparent that we (Paakehaa), in Aotearoa New Zealand, are in desperate need to 
understand who we are in these lands in relation to Maaori, who are the tangata whenua (the 
indigenous people). Presently, the relationship is unbalanced and inequitable. As the violating 
party of the partnership, it is our (Paakehaa) responsibility to respond to the indictments of 
Maaori and follow Maaori to work together and re-balance our relationship, our partnership. 
 
90 Wilcox, “Dr Leonie Pihama.” 36:22–37:13 emphasis added  
91 Wilcox, “Dr Leonie Pihama.” 36:49–36:53 
92 Ani Mikaere, “We Are All New Zealanders Now? A Māori Response to the Pākehā Quest for Indigeneity,” in 
Colonising Myths - Māori Realities: He Rukuruku Whakaaro, ed. Mikaere (Wellington: Huia Publishers; Te 




This responsibility means first honouring Te Tiriti and second re-envisioning our 
partnership together for the future; this will be explored further in Chapter 5. Through our 
partnership with Maaori in Te Tiriti, Paakehaa have been grafted into the whakapapa 
(genealogy) of this place. Hence, it is only through the relationship established in Te Tiriti and 
the actualisation of that relationship with the iwi Maaori, becoming partner-centred, that we 
can move from being manuhiri (guests) to becoming Tiriti partners. 
 
2.5 Chapter Summary 
This chapter briefly examined who I am, my social location, critical experiences in my 
theological journey, and the continuing journey towards closer relationship and partnership 
with Maaori and Maaori communities. This chapter establishes my identity as a “real reader” 
who comes both to the interpretive theory and the text with a particular lens and way of thinking. 
The theory proposed in this thesis is not merely a theory for engagement between two people 
groups that I am observing and analysing in a disinterested way. I am a deeply interested and 
invested party in this relationship and partnership 
These experiences of engagement and relationships with Maaori communities, 
particularly te Piihopatanga o Aotearoa and te Hui Amorangi o te Manawa o te Wheke, have 
revealed to me this thesis’ problematic. The re-interpretation of the self and re-understanding 
of identity has caused me to think more critically about how contextuality and relationality 
affect interpretation. This observation has broader implications around the meaning of being 
Paakehaa in Aotearoa New Zealand, and the importance of our Tiriti partnership with Maaori. 
The second section of this chapter unpacked some of the discussion concerning the 
place and identity of Paakehaa in Aotearoa New Zealand. To do this, I looked at two significant 
historical documents which exist as the foundation of Aotearoa New Zealand as a state and the 
foundation of the partnership between Maaori and Paakehaa. I found that post-Tiriti, tangata 
whenua remain the Sovereigns in Aotearoa New Zealand and that the legitimacy of Paakehaa 
living in Aotearoa New Zealand is a function of their sovereignty (§2.4.3). Therefore, the 
meaning of being Paakehaa in Aotearoa New Zealand is intertwined with respecting Maaori 
sovereignty and honouring Te Tiriti o Waitangi. Professor Leonie Pihama and Ani Mikaere 
then expanded upon the shape of this relationship between Maaori and Paakehaa. Both scholars 
argue that Paakehaa find their place in Aotearoa New Zealand means becoming partner-centred 




In the next chapter, I will listen to and examine the contemporary Maaori biblical 
interpretive tradition and its current features and characteristics. For Paakehaa to understand 
our identity in Aotearoa New Zealand, our conversation must start with listening to tangata 
whenua. Therefore, this next chapter will reveal the prominent concerns and issues Maaori 
scholars bring to their interpretations of the biblical text. These central concerns and issues, I 




Chapter 3: Features of the Maaori Biblical Interpretive Tradition 
 
3.1 Introduction 
In Chapter 2, I established myself as a flesh-and-blood reader. I disclosed my social location 
and discussed how my lineage and various experiences throughout my life had influenced the 
posture with which I approach this research. In particular, I discussed some of my relationships 
in tertiary education and the Anglican Church. Some of these relationships are present in the 
current chapter. Chapter 2 also discussed the meaning of being Paakehaa in this place. First, I 
suggested that being Paakehaa in Aotearoa New Zealand means confronting our perpetration 
and complicity with our oppressive role in settler colonisation. Then, I argued that we must 
look back to two historical documents to understand where we stand in Aotearoa New Zealand. 
This exploration demonstrated that Maaori retained tino rangatiratanga (sovereignty) after 
signing Te Tiriti o Waitangi and argued Paakehaa have right of place in Aotearoa through a 
partnership established by te tino rangatiratanga o ngaa iwi Maaori (the sovereignty of the 
Maaori tribes). As such, after having established my social location, it is appropriate for me to 
listen carefully to the extant contemporary Maaori interpretations of the biblical text. 
Over the past twenty years, the academy has been privileged to witness numerous 
indigenous interpretations of the biblical text being added to the corpus of published knowledge. 
This chapter will examine the tradition of contemporary Maaori interpretations of the biblical 
text. This chapter will focus on determining the interpretive features from the work of six 
scholars who use Maaori frameworks. I will identify four prominent features from this survey: 
Kaupapa Maaori, whanaungatanga, justice, and whenua. 
It is essential to note that the following survey is not an exhaustive study. Neither does 
it claim to offer a definitive view of how tangata whenua interpret the biblical text. As we will 
see, even from the scholars I analyse here, while the interpretations share some standard 
features, there is not a homogenous understanding or practice of interpretation in this group. 
Instead, this is an analysis of a segment of scholars who read the biblical text through a Maaori 
framework. From this body of opinion, we will find that what might be called a Maaori 
interpretive tradition of the biblical text is a rich variegated tradition. 
The criteria I am using to delimit the potential scholars for this section are: they have 




or numerous sections of the biblical text, and they frame their work from the perspective of a 
Maaori insider. Under these criteria, I am specifically interested in the work of The Reverend 
Dr Henare Tate, The Reverend Dr Wayne Te Kaawa, The Reverend Simon Moetara with Glen 
Tupuhi, The Most Reverend Donald Tamihere, and The Reverend Dr Beverley Moana Hall-
Smith. 
It is essential to point out the characteristics and diversities within this group. Regarding 
tribal backgrounds, all the scholars are from Te Ika-aa-Maaui (the North Island of Aotearoa 
New Zealand). They belong to Ngaati Tamatea, Ngaati Manawa, Te Rarawa, Te Roroa, Ngaa 
Puhi, Ngaati Awa, Ngaai Tuhoe , Ngaati Tuuwharetoa, and Ngaati Porou. These scholars 
represent four denominational groups. Two of these scholars are from the Anglican Church in 
Aotearoa, New Zealand and Polynesia, one is from the Catholic Church in Aotearoa New 
Zealand, another is from the Presbyterian Church of Aotearoa New Zealand, and the final two 
scholars are from the Pentecostal movement of ACTS Churches New Zealand. Four scholars 
were ordained Christian ministers at the time of writing, one was in training for ordination and 
has since been ordained, and the final scholar is a layperson. On gender, only one of the 
scholars is a woman; the other five are men. It is important to note that only two of the scholars 
in this group have completed postgraduate degrees, specifically in biblical studies. Three 
scholars have completed postgraduate degrees in theological studies, and the last scholar has 
graduate degrees in other fields. Presently, there is only one Maaori scholar with a PhD in 
biblical studies. However, two more are expected to be complete by the end of 2022.1 Finally, 
I know three of these scholars personally outside of this research, primarily through church 
involvement and tertiary education. Included in these three scholars is Rev Dr Wayne Te 
Kaawa, who was a doctoral colleague and is now supervising this doctoral research. 
This chapter examines a mere segment of the tradition that focuses on the various 
published works and theses from Maaori theologians and biblical scholars. Other potential 
research areas could focus on how ordinary2  Maaori readers interpret, how leaders in the 
Maaori churches interpret Christian scripture, or how scholars discuss how ordinary Maaori 
readers or other traditions interpret the biblical text. However, these areas fall outside the scope 
 
1 That of the Most Rev Donald Tamihere and Ven Dr Lyndon Drake (Oriel College, “Ven Dr Lyndon Drake | 
Oriel College,” University of Oxford, 2021, accessed 18 February 2021, https://www.oriel.ox.ac.uk/people/ven-
dr-lyndon-drake.). 
2 I use the term “ordinary” in the same way Dr Helen John defines “grassroot.” She writes, ‘those without 
academic training in biblical criticism’ (Helen C. John, “Conversations in Context: Cross-Cultural (Grassroots) 
Biblical Interpretation Groups Challenging Western-centric (Professional) Biblical Interpretation,” Biblical 




of this research. Therefore, works such as the theses of Rev Dr Peter Wensor (Ngaa Puhi),3 
whose research touches upon how the biblical text is interpreted in A New Zealand Prayer 
Book, will not be analysed here. Nor will the work of Dr Moeawa Callaghan (Te Whaanau-a-
Apanui, Ngaati Porou, Ngaati Kahungunu), whose research intersects with how Mihinare 
women interpret Christological biblical texts.4 Nor will I be analysing the work of Rev Māori 
Marsden (Te Aupoouri, Ngaati Takoto, Ahipara, Ngawawara), who displayed biblical 
influence throughout the compilation of his works in The Woven Universe and was known for 
his ability to interpret texts for sermons.5 While these contributions are significant and valid 
interpretations of the biblical text, they fall outside the scope of this thesis. However, one work, 
that of Moetara, focuses on engaging another person’s interpretation, Glen Tupuhi, and 
bringing it into conversation with wider Maaori, biblical, and psychotherapeutic research.6 
Although it is about the analysis of another person, this piece has been included because 
biblical interpretation is a key focus throughout the papers.7  Whereas in the other works 
mentioned above, their key focus lies elsewhere. 
One could write a whole thesis on the Maaori biblical interpretive tradition. Hence, 
while this is not an exhaustive study of the subject, I hope it is indicative of the features in 
contemporary Maaori biblical scholarship. As far as I am aware, this thesis is the first to study 
the features of contemporary biblical interpretations by Maaori scholars. Thus, this scholarship 
is an area worth further research, looking at the segment of authors selected here and expanding 
into those that fall outside the thesis scope.  
I determined the order of the scholars by the degree to which the interpretation of the 
text is the central focus of their work. Hence, Tate is the first scholar because his concern 
throughout his thesis is primarily on establishing the foundations of a Maaori systematic 
theology rather than biblical interpretation. Hall-Smith is the final scholar because I am 
analysing her doctoral thesis, which is wholly concerned with interpreting the text. The Te 
Kaawa and Hall-Smith sections are significantly longer than the others because their text 
 
3  Peter William Wensor, “Understanding God in the Māori Eucharistic Text Te Whakamoemiti me te 
Whakawhetai/Thanksgiving and Praise” (Master’s Thesis, University of Auckland, 2003); Wensor, “Te 
Pīhopatanga ō Aotearoa Liturgical Theologies.” 
4 Callaghan, “Te Karaiti in Mihingare Spirituality.” 
5 Māori Marsden ed, The Woven Universe: Selected Writings of Rev. Māori Marsden (ed. Royal; Otaki: The Estate 
of Rev Māori Marsden, 2003). 
6 Moetara, “Reflections and Insights.”; Simon Moetara, “Tutu te Puehu and the Tears of Joseph: A Biblical and 
Indigenous Paradigm for Recovery From Trauma,” Ata: Journal of Psychotherapy Aotearoa New Zealand, vol. 
20, no. 1 (2016). 
7 Moetara published two papers about his research with Tupuhi in 2016. One paper has a psychotherapeutic focus 
on trauma recovery, whereas the other has a interpersonal relationship focus with a focus on reconciliation 




analyses are substantially longer and more diverse than the other scholars in these particular 
works. 
In examining the work of these scholars, I will begin by introducing the scholar and the 
focus of their works that I am discussing here. I will then discuss the features of their 
interpretation of the biblical text with a particular interest in the prominent themes and concerns. 
Throughout the analysis of the features of the interpretation of the biblical text by these 
academics, four prominent features are often present. These features are Kaupapa Maaori 
(§1.7),8 whanaungatanga (relationality), justice, and whenua (land). While I have separated 
these for written clarity, these features are closely intertwined, evident in the analysis below. 
 
3.2 Rev Dr Henare Tate 
The Reverend Dr Henare Tate, of Ngaati Tamatea and Ngaati Manawa hapuu and Te Rarawa 
iwi, was a Catholic systematic theologian. He was born in Rawene in the Hokianga, Aotearoa 
New Zealand. Tate was the first Maaori person to be ordained as a diocesan priest in the 
Catholic Church.9 In 1986, Pope John Paul II visited Aotearoa New Zealand and stressed to 
Maaori Catholics, ‘It is as Māori that Christ calls you to follow him.’10 After Pope John Paul II 
visited, Tate began to lecture in Maaori theology at the Catholic Institute of Theology (1989–
2007).11 From his teaching, Tate became a leading contributor in the formal development of 
Maaori theology in Aotearoa New Zealand.12 Along with this work, Tate was heavily involved 
in developing the Maaori liturgical texts for the Catholic Church, providing a translation of the 
words of the liturgical text and a translation of the depth and heart of the liturgy.13 
In 2010, Tate earned his doctorate for his thesis “Towards Some Foundations of a 
Systematic Māori Theology: He tirohanga anganui ki ētahi kaupapa hōhonu mō te whakapono 
Māori.”14 At the time of writing this, Tate had ‘spent over 47 years in the service of the Māori 
people.’15 From his vast experience in ministry, Tate wrote in his thesis, ‘Māori people are 
 
8 Kaupapa Maaori is an academic approach which is “grounded within te reo and tikanga Māori” (Pihama, 
“Kaupapa Māori Theory,” 6.) 
9  NZ Catholic Staff, “First Maori Diocesan Priest Dies,” NZ Catholic, 2017, accessed 27 April 2021, 
https://nzcatholic.org.nz/2017/05/11/first-maori-diocesan-priest-dies/. 
10 NZ Catholic Staff, “First Maori Diocesan Priest Dies.” 
11 NZ Catholic Staff, “First Maori Diocesan Priest Dies.” 
12 NZ Catholic Staff, “First Maori Diocesan Priest Dies.” 
13 NZ Catholic Staff, “First Maori Diocesan Priest Dies.” 
14 Henare Arekatera Tate, “Towards Some Foundations of a Systematic Māori Theology: He tirohanga anganui 
ki ētahi kaupapa hōhonu mō te whakapono Māori” (Doctoral Thesis, Melbourne College of Divinity, 2010). 




crying out for a form of Christianity which is “theirs” and which is relevant to their concerns 
in their context. This thesis attempts to address that need.’16 He subsequently edited his thesis 
and published it in 2012 as He Puna Iti i te Ao Mārama: A Little Spring in the World of Light.17 
It is from this book that I will examine the way that Tate interprets the biblical text. I will 
highlight three features of Tate’s biblical interpretation: Kaupapa Maaori, whanaungatanga, 
and whenua. 
In He Puna Iti i te Ao Mārama, Tate seeks to establish some foundations for a Maaori 
indigenous theology. Having reflected upon the desire and need from Maaori communities to 
have a form of Christianity that engages with who they are as indigenous people, Tate draws 
upon maatauranga Maaori to create a foundational framework for Maaori indigenous theology. 
Tate creates this foundational framework by approaching the theological task using Kaupapa 
Maaori theory. First and foremost, for Tate, this means: ‘The kaupapa or principle to be 
followed is that the development of a Māori Christian theology must be in the first instance by 
Māori for Māori. It must be sourced in Māori religious and cultural experience.’ 18  Tate 
demonstrates this in his commitment to the use of ‘Māori concepts and conceptual frameworks, 
which, as far as can be determined, pre-date the arrival of the European missionaries’19 as the 
basis for theological discussion. Tate also draws upon contemporary discourse for each of the 
Maaori concepts and brings the past and present understandings into a conversation. Tate 
guides this conversation between past and contemporary by a set of criteria. 
a. They are authentically Māori. 
b. They can be expressed in their totality in te reo Māori and thus appeal 
immediately to Māori experience, thought forms, liturgy and general culture. 
c. They are drawn from and refer back to an essentially communitarian Māori 
context. 
d. They are coherent in their own right, such that they provide a theological 
foundation that has genuine systematic power. 
e. They give rise to action. … 
f. They engage, in a second stage, with the biblical and theological tradition. 
They express the Christian mystery in a way that is fruitful for Māori, Pākehā 
and people of other places and cultures beyond Aotearoa New Zealand. 
g. They offer perspectives of critique and of reform that are sourced in Māori 
experience, and which contain within these perspectives some elements that 
open up the future. 
h. They enable participation in the theological process by Māori people 
themselves, such that through their experience of empowerment or otherwise 
 
16 Tate, “Towards Some Foundations of a Systematic Māori Theology,” 1. 
17 Tate, He Puna Iti. 
18 Tate, He Puna Iti, 23. Tate uses italics for Maaori words throughout his work. 




the theologians are held accountable to them.20 
Tate determines that three foundational concepts become the basis for analysing another set of 
ten crucial concepts with this kaupapa and criteria. These three are the ‘dynamically 
interrelated’21 Atua, Tangata, and Whenua concepts. 
Diagram 1: The Tate model22 
 
The other ten fundamental concepts are tapu (‘being and its relationships’),23 mana 
(‘spiritual power and authority’), 24  pono (‘truth, integrity’), 25  tika (‘right order, right 
response’),26  aroha (‘love, affection and compassion’),27  tuuranga (‘roles’),28  kaiwhakakapi 
tuuranga (‘role players’),29 whakanoa (‘the act of violation of tapu and mana’),30 hohou rongo 
(‘principle and process whereby tapu and mana are restored’),31 te waa (time, stages, goal, 
fulfilment). 32  Throughout Tate’s exploration and analysis of these concepts, he creates a 
foundational framework for a Maaori indigenous theology. 
While Tate’s theory focuses on articulating Maaori theology, there are many occasions 
throughout his theory where he engages with the biblical text and offers new interpretations 
through the lens of his Maaori indigenous theology. In this sense, the biblical text acts as a 
source of theology and proof of theological perspective. Hence, Tate’s interpretive lens also 
 
20 Tate, He Puna Iti, 24 emphasis original. 
21 Tate, He Puna Iti, 38. 
22 Tate, He Puna Iti, 38. 
23 Tate, He Puna Iti, 40. 
24 Tate, He Puna Iti, 40. 
25 Tate, He Puna Iti, 40. 
26 Tate, He Puna Iti, 40. 
27 Tate, He Puna Iti, 40. 
28 Tate, He Puna Iti, 40. 
29 Tate, He Puna Iti, 40. 
30 Tate, He Puna Iti, 40. 
31 Tate, He Puna Iti, 40. 




demonstrates the close relationship between theological understanding and biblical 
interpretation. For Tate’s method, maatauranga Maaori is the first point of call, followed 
closely by the biblical text, the universal Church, and universal humanity.33 
Given Tate’s kaupapa for his indigenous theological framework, Tate’s biblical 
interpretation emphasises the renaming of concepts located in the biblical text. Tate uses the 
thirteen main concepts that he has identified for his framework and other related concepts and 
perceives the text through the lens of these concepts. We can see this renaming quite clearly in 
how Tate redefines God, Humanity, and Creation as Atua, Tangata, and Whenua. 34 
Furthermore, this new perception of the biblical text is evident as Tate re-envisions Atua as the 
common tupuna of the people and renames Christ as maataamua (first-born).35 This process of 
renaming and revisioning creates a new field of possible meaning that can be accessed from 
maatauranga Maaori (Maaori knowledge, Maaori philosophy) to interpret the biblical text. 
In keeping with a foundational feature of his systematic theology, Tate’s interpretation 
of the biblical text is drawn to understanding the text by whanaungatanga (relationality). Thus, 
for Tate, the relationships between the concepts and characters in the text become an essential 
point for analysing the text. We can see this in his interpretation of the whanaungatanga 
between Christ (‘Atua Tamaiti’),36 Atua (‘Atua Matua’),37 and those baptised in Christ: 
With Christ all share the inheritance [n30: See Rom 8:17.] of Atua. As adopted 
children all cry out, Matua, Abba, Father. [n31: See Rom 8:15] Further, Christ, the 
mātāmua, addresses, enhances and restores our tapu. He is the head of the whānau. 
[n32: Col 1:18.] We become members of his whānau through baptism, and so enter 
the salvific structure that is whanaungatanga based on Christ. Because of him, the 
whole whānau is essentially related to who he is and what he does by clearly defined 
whānau lines.38 
Moreover, again, Tate’s emphasis on whanaungatanga can be observed in the way that he 
interprets 1 Cor 12:12–31 and Rom 12:4–8: 
We can see in these points a kinship with Pauline thought, in which the community, 
the body, constitutes the individual, and not vice versa. [n71: See 1 Cor 12:12–31, and 
Rom 12:4–8. Likewise, a Māori understanding of the body of Christ will include all 
 
33 Tate, He Puna Iti, 21. 
34 Tate, He Puna Iti, 38–40. 
35 Tate demonstrates this from Rom 8:29 and Col 1:15. (Tate, He Puna Iti, 55.) 
36 Tate, He Puna Iti, 99.  
Te whakapaakehaa: ‘God the Son’ (Tate, He Puna Iti, 99). 
37 Tate, He Puna Iti, 99, 116n30.  
Te whakapaakehaa: ‘God the Father’ (Tate, He Puna Iti, 99, 116n30). 





As an essential element of his three dynamically interrelated concepts, whenua is 
critical to Tate’s biblical interpretation. This dynamic interrelation is evident in Tate’s 
understanding of whenua as a mediator of the relationship between Atua and tangata.40 Tate 
argues that ‘Te tapu o te whenua is the principle that links all other extensions of Atua, 
including tangata, to te tapu o te Atua.’41 Therefore, the relationship between whenua and 
tangata becomes a means to demonstrate the relationship between Atua and tangata. Tate 
justifies this in his reading of Rom 1:20, in which te tapu i te Atua is made evident in te tapu i 
te whenua (the inherent being of the land) through te tapu o te Atua (the relational links of 
God). 42  Therefore, ‘In acknowledging and respecting te tapu i te whenua, tangata 
acknowledges and respects the source.’43 Tate also identifies this mediation relationship when 
God becomes present with humanity in the biblical narrative; such encounters often occur at 
particular places on the whenua. We can see this in Moses’ meeting with Atua on Mount Sinai 
and Jesus’ life and ministry in Israel. Tate picks up on this in his analysis of Moses’ first 
encounter with Atua at the burning bush. Here, the land and creation mediate the meeting, and 
these meetings enhance the state of the land. Tate describes this saying, 
these encounters enhance te tapu o te whenua. [n37: see Exod 3:5 … We consider the 
land was holy because it was called the mountain of God. It was there that Moses 
experienced the presence of God whose voice was heard coming from the burning 
bush. The land marked the place of encounter between God and Moses.]44 
We can see more of how whenua becomes a being of mediation in Tate’s treatment of Rom 
1:20,45 which he argues is ‘the basis of a Māori theology of sacramentality.’46 Furthermore, 
because the whenua is an extension of the intrinsic nature of te Atua, whenua shares in the 
various qualities and characteristics of Atua, these shared qualities can be observed by tangata 
through their relationship with whenua.47 
Tate’s research could have been extended from a biblical criticism perspective by 
offering a critical analysis of the biblical text using his developed framework. While Tate 
 
39 Tate, He Puna Iti, 71 emphasis original. 
40 Tate, He Puna Iti, 59, 71. 
41 Tate, He Puna Iti, 73. 
42 Tate, He Puna Iti, 73n77. 
43 Tate, He Puna Iti, 73. 
44 Tate, He Puna Iti, 58 emphasis original. 
45 ‘Ever since the creation of the world his eternal power and divine nature, invisible though they are, have been 
understood and seen through the things he has made.’ 
46 Tate, He Puna Iti, 73n77. 




engages the biblical text throughout his framework, much of this engagement merely proves 
his argument rather than demonstrating critical analysis of the text. Another way Tate could 
have responded to the call of Pope John Paul II, who said, ‘It is as Maori that Christ calls you 
to follow him,’ was to analyse the call of Christ in the biblical texts. Nevertheless, Tate’s work 
in developing a systematic framework for indigenous theology in Aotearoa New Zealand is 
monumental. 
 
3.3 Rev Dr Wayne Te Kaawa 
The Reverend Dr Wayne Te Kaawa of Ngaati Tuuwharetoa, Ngaati Awa, and Ngaai Tuuhoe 
is a Presbyterian systematic theologian. He was raised in the Eastern Bay of Plenty at Kawerau 
and Whakatane in Aotearoa New Zealand. Te Kaawa is ‘a licensed and ordained minister [for 
twenty years] of word and sacrament of the Presbyterian Church of Aotearoa New Zealand.’48 
Te Kaawa was previously the Moderator of Te Aka Puaho, the Maori Synod of the Presbyterian 
Church, and Te Ahorangi (Director) at Te Wānanga a Rangi, the training centre for Te Aka 
Puaho.49 Following his term as the Moderator of Te Aka Puaho, he began his doctoral research 
at the University of Otago, focusing on Maaori Christology. The research focused on 
understanding what the words ‘who do you say that I am’ mean for Maaori. In July 2020, Te 
Kaawa earned his PhD for his thesis, “Re-visioning Christology through a Māori lens.”50 
Concurrently, Te Kaawa was appointed as Lecturer in Maaori Theology at the University of 
Otago, the first Maaori theology academic in an Aotearoa New Zealand university. 
“Re-visioning Christology through a Māori lens” applies a Kaupapa Maaori approach 
to understanding who the person of Jesus Christ is to and for Maaori. The analysis that Te 
Kaawa provides focuses on two particular themes: whakapapa and the tripartite relationship 
(‘land, people, and God’).51 In his thesis, Te Kaawa offers, among other important contributions, 
a significant re-interpretation of the genealogy of Jesus. This re-interpretation applies a 
‘whakapapa analysis,’52 from maatauranga Maaori (Maaori knowledge) to the genealogy of 
Jesus. In doing so, Te Kaawa opens up another world of interpretation. One significant aspect 
of his analysis focuses on the role of the four women in Jesus’ genealogy in Matthew. The 
 
48 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 28. 
49 Hugh Douglas Morrison, et al. eds, Mana Māori and Christianity (Wellington: Huia, 2012), 290. 
50 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology.” 
51 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” ii, 9. 




application of the whakapapa analysis by Te Kaawa reveals aspects of Jesus’ identity, which 
are usually ignored or given lesser importance by Western interpretive methods. 
Throughout his thesis, Te Kaawa weaves his personal story and journey into his 
interpretive work. The experiences described by the stories have led him to the place from 
which he wrote his thesis. This is evident in how Te Kaawa develops the concept of whakapapa 
in his thesis to use it to interpret the biblical text. The interpretation that Te Kaawa provides is 
not created from only theoretical knowledge. His interpretation of the biblical text using his 
whakapapa analysis draws from his parent’s (‘Hepeta and Millie Amiria Te Kaawa QSM’)53 
lived experience of whakapapa and his own lived experience of whakapapa. This self-
disclosure in his thesis, in my opinion, begins to establish a sense of whanaungatanga between 
Te Kaawa and the biblical text. The disclosure of social location not only disestablishes any 
pre-tense that Te Kaawa might be a disinterested reader or interpreter, but it begins the work 
of weaving together the two stories. The whakapapa provided by Te Kaawa, which shows his 
descent from Hāmiora Pio IX (Ngaati Awa, Ngaati Tuuwharetoa) and his relational connection 
to Rua Kenana, demonstrates the interweaving which already exists between the biblical text 
and his whakapapa. The weaving of these two whakapapa leads to Te Kaawa analysing Jesus’ 
genealogy using a whakapapa methodology from maatauranga Maaori that Te Kaawa 
establishes in Chapter 4.  
In chapters five and six, Te Kaawa analyses the Matthean and Lukan genealogies of 
Jesus, respectively. In the Matthean genealogy, Te Kaawa revisions Jesus’ identity through the 
lens of Jesus’ ancestry. Te Kaawa emphasises two aspects of Jesus’ identity. First, Jesus’ 
credentials are displayed. Here, Te Kaawa detects that Jesus’ whakapapa is making two 
important statements about Jesus’ identity. Jesus’ lineage to Abraham establishes Jesus in the 
‘patriarchal prophetic line.’54 The introduction of David in Matt 1:6 acknowledges his title as 
‘King.’ From David through to Jeconiah, Jesus’ whakapapa only lists kings. This royal 
genealogy establishes the evidence of Jesus’ credentials in ‘the royal line of King David.’55 
Hence, Te Kaawa writes,  
The purpose of the genealogy is to legitimise the claim of Jesus as the Messiah by 
accentuating both his Jewish lineage from Abraham and his royal Davidic line. In 
proving his heritage, the genealogy provides both a list of ancestral names and also 
 
53 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 21. 
54 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 101. 




the promises made by Yahweh to Abraham and David.56 
The second aspect of Jesus’ identity that Te Kaawa identifies is about his ancestors 
Tamar, Rahab, Ruth, and Uriah’s wife. Te Kaawa poignantly observes that the three women 
and Uriah in Jesus’ whakapapa are ‘indigenous to the land.’57 Thus, by acknowledging these 
women in Jesus’ lineage, there is a claim that is being made which ‘indigenises Jesus to the 
land.’58 This indigenous focus leads to Te Kaawa recognising that Jesus’ genealogies, and 
therefore his identity, become ‘sites of struggle.’59 
The narratives of the women in Matthew’s genealogy of Jesus become sites of 
struggle over the identity and indigeneity of Jesus as distinct from his racial purity as 
an Israelite. Matthew shows Jesus to be the descendent of patriarchs and kings. The 
inclusion of Tamar, Rahab, Ruth and the mother who had been Uriah’s wife recalls 
the internal struggle within the Israelite nation not to compromise their racial purity as 
the chosen race of God.60 
Te Kaawa correctly identifies the intertextual implication of this genealogical claim for a later 
encounter in Jesus’ life and ministry.  
Identity is the issue in Caesarea Philippi and identity is the issue in the encounter with 
the Canaanite woman. According to his genealogy Jesus has mixed ancestry that 
includes ancestors who were described as tangata whenua. This sole narrative has the 
potential to change how the identity of Jesus is viewed by introducing indigeneity into 
the reality of Jesus’ identity.61 
The application of the whakapapa methodology developed by Te Kaawa in his thesis 
has demonstrated that Jesus’ whakapapa gives his specific credentials based on his ancestors. 
This analysis also demonstrates the intentionality and the importance of the inclusion of Tamar, 
Rahab, Ruth, and the name of Uriah in Jesus’ whakapapa. Through these three women and the 
name of Uriah, the author of Matthew asserts Jesus’ indigeneity and claim to the land. Jesus’ 
ancestry to both indigenous people and a conquering people who have a covenant with God 
creates tension and struggle in Jesus’ identity that comes to a head in his encounter with the 
Canaanite woman. For Te Kaawa, the inclusion of Tamar, Rahab, Ruth, and Uriah’s wife is 
also an intensely political statement. He writes, 
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The women in the genealogy of Jesus are the ignored voice of the tangata whenua, 
perhaps even of the whenua (land) itself. Keeping them at the centre of the genealogy 
ensures that the struggles of indigenous people worldwide become the hereditary 
mission of justice for the followers of Jesus, yesterday, today and tomorrow. To 
ignore their position in the genealogy of Jesus is to condemn the voices of indigenous 
people to silence and invisibility.62 
Through Jesus’ ancestry to these indigenous women, Jesus becomes connected to the 
experiences of struggle and oppression experienced by indigenous people groups throughout 
the world. In this sense, Jesus’ whakapapa also becomes a call to justice, a call to address the 
historical and present struggle and oppression of indigenous people.  
In the Lukan genealogy, Te Kaawa identifies that Adam and Abraham are significant 
ancestors of Jesus. Their significance is because Adam and Abraham connect Jesus to humanity, 
the land, and land covenants. Te Kaawa first analyses the identity of Jesus through Adam, 
writing, ‘The genealogy in the Gospel of Luke shows Jesus to be this promised offspring not 
only of Adam but also the offspring of Adamah. Jesus then has a double mission to bring 
redemption and salvation to both Adam and Adamah.’ 63  By pointing out the necessary 
extension of Jesus’ whakapapa, that it extends not only to Adam but also to Adamah, Te Kaawa 
deconstructs the ‘Adam — Jesus typology.’64 Instead of the Adam — Jesus typology, Te 
Kaawa establishes another typology, ‘the tripartite relationship of Adam — Jesus — 
Adamah.’65 While Adam, as a descendant, brought punishment to Adamah, Jesus as descendant 
brings restoration and healing.66 
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Diagram 2: Te Kaawa Koru model.67 
 
The land focus of Jesus’ identity changes as Jesus’ whakapapa moves from Adam to 
Abraham to Abraham’s descendants. Instead of a concern for the Garden of Eden or the whole 
Earth, the narrative concern shifts to focus solely on the land of Canaan. God promised the land 
of Canaan to Abraham: ‘Land is a gift and only the owner of the land who is God can gift 
land.’68 Abraham’s appearance in the Lukan whakapapa of Jesus brings with it a focus on the 
covenantal relationship that Abraham has with the land of Canaan. ‘Although promised to 
Abraham and his descendants, God as the creator and the giver of the land is also the owner of 
this promised-land.’69 Hence, Te Kaawa astutely observes that when Abraham enters the land 
of Canaan, 
First contact between Abraham and the Canaanite indigenous inhabitants was 
peaceful and respectful as shown by Abraham being acknowledged as a prince by the 
leaders of the people of the land when his wife Sarah died. Abraham in return refers 
to these people as the people of the land. God’s gift of land to Abraham is meant for 
him to partner with those already living in the land. Those who bless Abraham will 
themselves be blessed and those who curse him will be cursed themselves.70 
This peaceful and co-existing relationship lasts for four generations, during which Abraham’s 
family, according to Te Kaawa, 
… become an acknowledged tribe in their own right and their rights to the land come 
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from the purchase of land by Abraham. Their second claim to the land is by right of 
occupation having lived in the land consistently for four generations. Their rights to 
the land are recognised by other leaders and tribes who co-exist in the land with 
them.71 
Te Kaawa then shifts his focus to the descendants of Abraham, in which we read of the 
development of another relationship between Abraham’s line and the land of Canaan. 
Following their liberation from the Egyptian empire, God divinely instructs Moses to lead the 
people back into the land God promised to their ancestors. However, ‘Their return to the land 
gives rise to some tension … between human customs and traditions and God’s promises which 
are eternal.’ 72  Having lived in Egypt for four hundred years, Abraham’s claim with the 
indigenous Canaanites has been extinguished. Without land, the descendants of Abraham are 
non-people. Nevertheless, the descendants of Abraham continue to hold a higher claim to the 
land, based on their covenant with God through Abraham and their new covenantal relationship 
with God through Moses and the Law. It is on this basis that they seek to renew their 
relationship with the land of Canaan, 
The land and the people have separate identities and the people must find their 
identity in relation to the land rather than being a foreign people residing in someone 
else’s land. In settling the promised-land, the Israelites must become less preoccupied 
with themselves and form a relationship with the land.73 
Throughout his thesis, Te Kaawa is concerned with justice. For Te Kaawa, this concern 
for justice is present in his reading as he connects land in the biblical text with the highly 
‘emotive issue’74 of land in the history of Aotearoa New Zealand. This, for Te Kaawa, 
… involves the harsh realities of land loss and colonisation that has led to the 
marginalisation in economic, political, spiritual and social terms of the people who 
claim tangata whenua (people of the land) status. The people of the land lost their 
land, and have suffered serious demographic decline.75 
The focus on justice issues comes into sharp focus for Te Kaawa in Chapter 8 of his 
thesis. This chapter begins with Te Kaawa recalling the colonial history of injustice that 
dispossessed Maaori of their land and dehumanised Maaori. This injustice led to the rise of 
Maaori protest and activism ‘informed and inspired by biblical models,’ 76  as seen in the 
 
71 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 146. 
72 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 148. 
73 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 149. 
74 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 82. 
75 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 82. 




prophetic work of ‘Te Whiti o Rongomai and Tohu Kākahi the Pai Mārire prophets of 
Parihaka’ 77  and Rua Kenana. 78  Significantly for this research, in this chapter, Te Kaawa 
analyses how the biblical text frames the people of the land. He offers an in-depth analysis of 
two particular narratives: ‘the Old Testament discourse concerning the Canaanites as the people 
of the land’79 and ‘the encounter that takes place between Jesus and a Canaanite woman in the 
Gospel of Matthew.’80 
In the first analysis, Te Kaawa finds a shift in the first seven books of the canonical 
biblical text in the Old Testament. Initially, there is a largely positive view of the Canaanites 
in Genesis, and the relationship between Abraham and his descendants and the indigenous 
inhabitants is peaceful. However, in the books of Joshua and Judges, books of conquest and 
settlement, the image of the Canaanites becomes primarily negative. The narrative sets the 
Canaanites in binary opposition with the Israelites, ‘The Old Testament carefully distinguishes 
between the “idol-worshipping Canaanites and the Yahweh worshipping Israelites.”’81 And in 
his analysis of the ‘Canaanite gender-land-people references,’82 Te Kaawa finds that an ‘anti-
Canaanite agenda exists in the Old Testament.’83 Te Kaawa comes to this conclusion because 
The ancestor Canaan is introduced into the biblical story negatively and subsequent 
references to all Canaanite people are highly critical and negative. After the Book of 
Judges, the presence of the Canaanites is a reminder to the Israelites that their 
historical roots do not lie in the land but come from somewhere else. Israel claims to 
have received the land by divine gift but never seem to be entirely secure in the land. 
The Canaanites as the insiders who became the outsiders are a symbol of that 
insecurity.84 
In his second analysis, Te Kaawa observes that Jesus also suffers from a racist anti-
Canaanite ideology,85 an issue that he briefly analysed earlier in his thesis.86 For Te Kaawa, the 
story of the encounter between Jesus and the Canaanite woman is a point in the text where the 
reader is drawn into the story and must decide to ‘respond to the racism within the text or be 
complicit with it.’87 Te Kaawa makes a firm decision to respond to the racism and ‘convict 
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Jesus and the disciples as racist.’88 Therefore, Te Kaawa connects his interpretation of the 
biblical text with his contextual circumstances. He writes,  
In Aotearoa New Zealand the country is still in recovery from the terrorist attack of 
15th March 2019. On this fateful day, a lone gunman shot and killed fifty-one Muslim 
worshipers and critically wounded another fifty worshipers gathered in the Al Noor 
and Linwood mosques in Christchurch. Since that day, signs, posters and t-shirts have 
appeared with the slogan, give nothing to racism. The narrative of the Canaanite 
woman and Jesus shouts those words with a loud voice.89 
And, 
Racism remains in all its subtle forms ranging from having the attendant ignore you 
and serve the two Pākehā (European New Zealander) people standing behind you in 
the line at the St David’s café at Otago University, to the sentencing of a Māori male 
in the Dunedin Court to two years imprisonment for a string of minor crimes in which 
no person was physically injured. In comparison, the same Judge in the same 
courtroom on the same day suspends the drivers’ license of a Pākehā male for six-
months after he had pleaded guilty to killing a person while driving under the 
influence of alcohol.90 
Hence, Te Kaawa calls Jesus out for his racist remark towards this indigenous Canaanite 
woman. Irrespective of who he is, such racism is unacceptable. Te Kaawa highlights the 
courage and tenacity of the indigenous Canaanite women who is ‘isolated amongst a pack of 
agitated strange men’91 despite the risk of it ‘escalat[ing] into a scene of violence or a gang-
pack-rape scene.’92  
As an aside, I was studying together with Rev Dr Wayne Te Kaawa in 2018 at the 
University of Otago and was privileged to read the draft of this chapter soon after its initial 
completion. I was shocked to read this specific analysis of Jesus. His interpretation of Jesus’ 
remarks as a form of racism confronted me. I quickly went over to Wayne and exclaimed, 
‘Wow, you called Jesus a racist!’ As I continued to reflect on the passage and my discomfort 
with the characterisation of Jesus as a recovering racist, I quickly realised my comfort and 
convenience in ignoring Jesus’ racism against an indigenous Canaanite woman. Wayne had 
merely pointed out the racism that had been there all along. The choice was whether I would 
have the courage to confront it and say no to racism or ignore it and continue to be complicit 
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with the racism. 
Eventually the Canaanite woman has her request granted, after which she disappears 
into obscurity, and Jesus immediately leaves her land. For Te Kaawa, the author of Matthew 
makes a strong connection between the encounter of Jesus and the Canaanite woman and the 
narratives of Jesus’ female Canaanite ancestors: ‘The Gospel of Matthew carries the Canaanite 
memory into the New Testament world of Jesus.’93 Jesus is called in his encounter to repent of 
his racism and re-envision his mission as the one who brings healing and freedom to all 
people.94 In effect, the interpretation that Te Kaawa offers validates the fear, struggle, despair 
and desperation of the indigenous Canaanite woman as she comes to Jesus as her last resort. 
This interpretation both humanises and relativises the Canaanite woman. This humanisation, 
in turn, becomes a strong political call to justice for us in the contemporary world to confront 
and convict racism for the evil that it is and to become agents of healing and freedom, 
particularly for indigenous peoples.95 
One of the clear advantages of the whakapapa methodology used by Te Kaawa is that 
it provides a basis for widespread intertextual analysis. That is, through applying his 
whakapapa methodology to Jesus’ ancestry, Te Kaawa can interpret the identity of Jesus 
through his interpretation of the intersecting genealogical narratives. Furthermore, the 
emphasis on whakapapa has prominently demonstrated the relational network which exists in 
the biblical text. However, I wonder whether the Te Kaawa whakapapa methodology and the 
interpretation of the biblical text suffer from the constraints of the English language. As I read 
it in English and read the explanations and justification by Te Kaawa, it felt like some nuance 
of his argument was lost because it had to be translated and adapted for an English reading 
audience. I think the analysis by Te Kaawa could provide another whole dimension to what is 
already an outstanding piece of research by applying the methodology using te reo Maaori and 
using Te Paipera Tapu (Maaori translation of the biblical text). Perhaps this is the next step for 
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3.4 Rev Simon Moetara and Glen Tupuhi 
The Reverend Simon Moetara of Te Roroa and Ngaa Puhi is an ordained Pentecostal Minister 
within Acts Churches New Zealand who primarily ministers at Activate Church in Hamilton 
in Aotearoa New Zealand. Moetara is also a senior lecturer at Vision College in Hamilton, 
teaching theology and biblical studies within Vision College School of Leadership. His 
theology and biblical studies teaching has also extended into Vision College’s Christian Music 
and Counselling programs. In 2009, Moetara completed a Master of Theology with Distinction. 
His thesis is entitled “An exploration of notions of Maori leadership and a consideration of 
their contribution for Christian leadership in the Church of Aotearoa-New Zealand today.”96 
His body of published works broadly examines Maaori theology, Christian leadership, 
Pentecostalism, indigenous models of reconciliation, and healthy masculinity.97  
This section will examine the therapeutic model ‘Tutu te Puehu’98 created by Glen 
Tupuhi and analysed by Moetara. This examination will draw on two parallel papers published 
by Moetara in 2016. One of these papers contains a stronger focus on ‘the application of the 
model in aiding recovery from trauma’99 (“Tutu te Puehu and the Tears of Joseph: A Biblical 
and Indigenous Paradigm for Recovery From Trauma”),100 and the other contains a stronger 
focus on ‘conflict resolution and reconciliation aspects of the model’101 (“Tutu te Puehu and 
the tears of Joseph: reflections and insights on conflict resolution and reconciliation”).102 
Glen Tupuhi (Ngaati Paaoa) is a Maaori leader in health and justice. He was raised in 
Kaiaua, Hauraki, in Aotearoa New Zealand and has earned a Graduate Diploma in Health 
Management (Massey University).103 Tupuhi has held several Maaori leadership roles and has 
contributed significantly in his leadership, 
… as a parole officer in Invercargill; as assistant general manager for the needs 
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assessment service of Hauora Waikato, New Zealand’s largest Māori mental health 
provider … as manager of Montgomery House, a community residential centre that 
ran a violence prevention programme that blended western therapeutic approaches 
and traditional kawa. … his devout Christian faith, or his involvement in his home 
marae in Kaiaua, or any number of other roles.104 
In his papers, Moetara engages with an indigenous model for reconciliation and healing 
developed by Glen Tupuhi. The model, Tutu te puehu, is explained by Tupuhi through a re-
interpretation of the Joseph narrative in Genesis through indigenous eyes. Tupuhi re-interprets 
the conflict resolution process Joseph enters into as he re-encounters his brothers after suffering 
significant trauma from their violence towards him. In his papers, Moetara explains Tupuhi’s 
model and examines its theoretical basis by drawing it into dialogue with the research in Maaori 
studies, biblical studies, and psychotherapy.105 There are three features in the way Moetara 
interprets the biblical text that I would like to focus on: the interpretation is deeply personal for 
Moetara, the process of renaming, and the holistic lens. 
Moetara engages with the biblical text using an ‘indigenous paradigm for healing 
relationships damaged by conflict.’106 Specifically, he applies a Maaori therapeutic theory, 
developed by Tupuhi, to the text to interpret the emotional processes that Joseph experiences 
as he is confronted by and confronts significant trauma in his life. The model consists of nine 
stages in which a person moves from trauma and alienation to a place of healing and wholeness. 
The reading provided by Moetara is, in part, deeply personal for him. The analysis of 
the healing journey undertaken by Joseph in the text is also a reading of self-disclosure. 
Moetara writes,  
I remember as a young man whose long-term relationship was threatened due to deep 
anger and an explosive temper, someone asked Glen to meet with me. He opened his 
home to me, sat with me and listened to me, empathised and shared openly and 
honestly. And as I gained courage, I shared deep secrets, the ugliest and most painful 
parts of my life, and he did not flinch. Free from judgment, safe in his acceptance, I 
began to heal. … Despite my own “sophistication” and attempts to move on from the 
pain of my past, my memories were, like Joseph, triggered in a powerful way, brought 
back to remembrance.107 
The healing journey of Joseph parallels the healing journey walked by Moetara. His self-
identification influences the concerns and sensitivities of Moetara in his analysis. Therefore, 
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what I encounter in reading his interpretation of Joseph’s narrative is an opportunity to enter 
into a dialogue about the text, who Moetara is, and what it means to find healing and 
reconciliation. 
The second feature of the interpretive practice in Tutu te Puehu is identifying the life 
stages that Joseph experiences throughout the narrative and naming them through the 
indigenous paradigm. The concepts, values, and practices from Maaori culture emphasise 
Joseph’s emotional and psychological states throughout the interpretation. The first stage is 
‘Tutu te puehu’108 (‘great disturbance, commotion’),109 which Moetara and Tupuhi identify as 
when Joseph’s trauma is brought back to the surface as he encounters his brothers for the first 
time in many years (Gen 42:7, 8). Joseph’s reaction to the re-emergence of his trauma is then 
seen as ‘Rere toto’110 (‘stirring of the blood’).111 Rere toto is the point in the narrative when 
Joseph’s ‘fight-or-flight response’ is activated, unveiling Joseph’s anger as he accuses his 
brothers of spying on the land of Egypt (Gen 42:7, 9). 
Next, Moetara and Tupuhi recognise Joseph’s tears as different parts of the healing 
process. There are five stages of Joseph’s tears: ‘Roimata pukuriri’112 (‘tears of the anger and 
suppressed emotions;’113 Gen 42:24a); ‘Tuku roimata’114 (‘flowing tears;’115 Gen 43:30–31); 
‘Roimata kai ngakau’116 (‘tears that have filled his heart and overwhelmed him;’117 Gen 45:1–
3); ‘Roimata hupe’118 (mucus tears;119 Gen 45:14–15); and ‘Roimata maringi’120 (‘“continuous” 
tears;’121 Gen 46:29). Having moved from ‘tears of sorrow’122 and anger to ‘tears of joy,’123 
Joseph’s process of healing continues in ‘kawe mate’124 (‘the practice of some whānau who 
carry their deceased to places of importance on their way to burial as part of the journey to 
the final resting place;’125 Gen 49:33–50:1). Through the burial rites for his father, Jacob, 
Joseph reconnects with the land and his ancestors as they bring Jacob’s body to its place of 
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final rest. However, the proof of Joseph’s healing and reconciliation with his brother is not 
sealed until after his father’s death. The brothers confront Joseph, pleading with Joseph to be 
kind to them, his ‘servants’ (Gen 50:17). Joseph responds by crying once again, establishing 
lasting peace with his brothers, and promising his care for them and their children. Moetara 
and Tupuhi describe this final stage of healing as ‘kia tau te rangimaarie’126 (‘Let peace be upon 
us;’127 Gen 50:17b). In the interpretation by Moetara and Tupuhi, we encounter the healing of 
Maaori Joseph. 
The final feature of the reading that I would like to highlight is that it is a holistic reading. 
While there is a deep concern for the personal healing of Joseph from his trauma throughout 
the interpretation, there is also a strong emphasis on how Joseph is healed as a whole person. 
Moetara identifies how Joseph’s emotional healing leads to a physical response. The physical 
response leads to emotional, spiritual, and relational healing. Again, this process of holistic 
healing parallels the experience of healing as described by Moetara. In walking his journey 
towards personal healing, Moetara rejoices that ‘I was received back into relationship with the 
woman I loved, and have been married now almost 20 years.’128 
One of the contributions of this work is that it is deeply personal for Moetara. In his 
work, we see that Moetara embraces his personal connection with the narrative and therefore 
reads not merely from a sense of sympathy or empathy for the protagonist Joseph, but there is 
a shared lived experience. This shared lived experience between Moetara and Joseph allows 
Moetara to understand the intense emotional turmoil Joseph faces as he revisits his trauma and 
embarks on his healing journey. 
This work also demonstrates a dialogical relationship between indigenous knowledge, 
the biblical text, and indigenous practice. Not only does it offer another way of interpreting the 
text, but the interpretation is reflective as an invitation for people to re-examine narratives of 
trauma and ‘journey to healing and wholeness.’129 An integral part of this journey to healing 
and wholeness is how Moetara and Tupuhi re-name and re-interpret the characters’ experiences 
in the text using Maaori names and paradigms. The use of Maaori names and paradigms 
allowed Moetara to create further connections with other forms of Maaori knowledge and other 
psychotherapeutic research to analyse Joseph’s experience. 
However, throughout this interpretation of the text, I wondered if there was room for 
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Moetara to have connected the indigenous reconciliatory process by Tupuhi with the broader 
systemic realities in Aotearoa New Zealand in need of reconciliation. It strikes me that this 
interpretation provides a methodical and therapeutic method to help people uncover their 
trauma and release the healing tears to process their emotions. Perhaps this therapeutic method 
could apply to the intergenerational trauma caused by settler colonisation for both the victims 
of oppression and the perpetrators of oppression. 
Finally, Moetara has also contributed a holistic focus to the interpretive tradition. Here, 
we can observe that he draws on a fundamental relationality from his cultural perspective (i.e. 
whanaungatanga), refusing to silo a person into parts. Instead, Moetara perceives Joseph and 
his family’s healing experience as inherently interconnected with one another and with the 
wholeness of their lives. Using indigenous knowledge and practice, this life-giving re-
interpretation of the text invites a re-envisioning of future knowledge and practice. 
 
3.5 Most Rev Donald Tamihere 
The Most Reverend Donald Steven Tamihere of Ngaati Porou is a Mihinare biblical scholar. 
Tamihere grew up in Gisborne, Te Puia, and Ruatoria. While growing up on the East Coast of 
Aotearoa New Zealand, Tamihere became involved with the Apostolic Church alongside his 
Mihinare involvement.130 Through his Apostolic connection, Tamihere went to Te Nikau Bible 
Training College in Paraparaumu, where he discovered a deep interest in the biblical 
languages.131 Tamihere then went to St John’s Theological College, the provincial Anglican 
seminary. In 2002, Tamihere earned a Master of Theology with the topic of his thesis being: 
“Kua Oti te Tuhituhi: Toward a Maori Exegesis of the Bible.”132 Since submitting his work, 
Tamihere was ordained as a deacon (2003) and then a priest (2004) in the Anglican Church. 
More recently, Tamihere has been ordained, consecrated and installed as Te Piihopa ki te 
Tairawhiti (2017), Te Piihopa o Aotearoa (2018), and the Archbishop and Primate (2018) of 
the Anglican Church in Aotearoa, New Zealand and Polynesia. Currently, Tamihere is 
completing his doctoral thesis, “‘Ka kohia atu au ki tōku iwi’: A Māori reading of Genesis 49:1 
– 50:14,” at Charles Sturt University.133 This section will focus on his work in “Kua Oti te 
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The research by Tamihere focuses explicitly on the practice of Maaori interpretation 
within the field of biblical studies. After discussing the various developments in hermeneutical 
theory, Tamihere proposes one reading strategy that might be used to forge a culturally relevant 
interpretation of the biblical text for the Maaori context. His reading strategy applies ‘three 
levels of approach’134 to the interpretation of the text in that Tamihere uses three different levels 
of interpretation to analyse the text.135 In his own words,  
This experimental model of Maori exegesis will incorporate textual exegesis and 
commentary on relevant issues raised by the text. It will also incorporate a study of 
correlations between Maori culture and the text. However, it will not attempt to 
suggest how any meanings from the text can be physically applied to a Maori 
context.136 
The primary feature I identified from Tamihere is incorporating the existing forms of 
biblical criticism with Maaori concepts and cultural understanding. While Maaori 
interpretations of the biblical text have existed since the biblical text was first introduced into 
Aotearoa New Zealand, writing in 2002, Tamihere was among the first to undertake this task 
in the academy. Furthermore, he was among the first Maaori scholars to begin blending the 
two traditions in the academic discourse. Although Tamihere is keenly aware of this and the 
tensions between the two traditions, as he notes in his conclusion,  
Interpreting the Bible using Maori concepts is nothing new. What is new is the 
application of a Maori model of exegesis that incorporates philology and commentary 
as essential parts of its process. In hindsight it seems apparent that underlying this 
thesis have been the dual concerns of the nature of interpretation generally, and the 
problems of the interpreter’s task. The presence of such a philosophical underlay is 
brought about by the juxtaposed goals of, firstly seeking to interpret a written text 
and, secondly, seeking to produce interpretations that are relevant to a modern Maori 
context that is still an inherently oral culture.137 
The experimental model developed by Tamihere consisted of three levels of 
interpretation. The first of these levels is ‘Te Mata: the “face” of the text,’138 in which Tamihere 
employs familiar interpretive tools in biblical criticism to begin to interpret the text. Here, 
 
accessed 18 February 2021, https://arts-ed.csu.edu.au/higher-degrees/current-profile/don-tamihere. 
134 Tamihere, “Kua oti te tuhituhi,” 78. 
135 Tamihere, “Kua oti te tuhituhi,” 78. 
136 Tamihere, “Kua oti te tuhituhi,” 77–8. 
137 Tamihere, “Kua oti te tuhituhi,” 155–56. 




Tamihere uses textual criticism, form criticism, source criticism, and grammatical criticism to 
make preliminary observations. Te Mata, according to Tamihere, is ‘exegesis dealing with the 
literal or “plain” meaning of the text and its philological aspects.’139 The second stage, ‘Te 
Ngakau: the “heart” of the text’,140 is an exploration of the meaning of the text as it is revealed 
through the application of sociological criticism, canonical criticism, literary criticism, history 
of interpretation, and cultural criticism. For Tamihere, Te Ngakau is the stage in which the 
broader meaning of the text is being explored and discussed.141 
His approach’s third and final stage is ‘Te Ritenga: the “resemblances” of the text.’142 
In this stage of his reading strategy, Tamihere now brings maatauranga Maaori, and often 
maatauranga noo Ngaati Porou (knowledge belonging to Ngaati Porou), into conversation with 
the similar concepts and ideas that appear throughout the text. Tamihere describes Te Ritenga 
as ‘engag[ing] in meaning-making by comparing understandings presented by the text with 
relevant cultural understandings. The third level, in particular, seeks entry into the “world” of 
text by way of cultural parallels.’143 
In this final level of his interpretive model, Tamihere begins to demonstrate the point 
that he wishes to make to the academy. Here, he demonstrates the ‘self-evident correlation and 
contrasts derived from exploring the concepts within the text and the relevant cultural 
concepts.’144 Hence, in his exploration of the concept of maunga (mountain), for example, 
Tamihere finds a close parallel between the understandings shared between the Ancient Near 
East cultures and in Maaori cultures.  
In his analysis of the concept from the Ancient Near Eastern perspective, Tamihere 
finds that the mountain occupies an essential place in the religious and political views of the 
people. Mountains are somewhat of a centre for religious and political life. Mountains were 
held as sacred places, upon which especially sacred temples and altars would be erected. People 
groups would have relationships with numerous mountains, each serving a different function 
in their religious and political ideology. Similarly, mountains also hold significant spiritual and 
political meaning in Maaori culture. Drawing on his knowledge of the ancestral mountain of 
Ngaati Porou, Hikurangi, Tamihere explains that mountains are one of the significant 
geographical features used in the self-identification of Maaori tribes. This significance is 
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evident in the various tauparapara (incantation, saying), peepeha (tribal saying), and 
whakataukii (proverbial statement) that different orators use to introduce themselves as 
members of a particular iwi, such as a saying for Ngaati Porou cited by Tamihere: 
Ko Hikurangi te Maunga 
Ko Waiapu te Awa 
Ko Ngati Porou te Iwi 
Hikurangi is the Mountain 
Waiapu is the River 
Ngati Porou are the People145 
The iwi relationship with Hikurangi also connects the people ‘to the ancient migrations 
that brought Ngati Porou ancestors to Aotearoa from the distant ancestral homeland legend 
calls Hawaiki.’146 Ngaati Porou has also used Hikurangi to justify their political decisions, such 
as Te Kani a Takirau (Te Aitanga-a-Hauiti, Ngaati Porou) declining the offer to lead the 
Kiingitanga movement.147 Hikurangi is also understood as a mountain of great sacredness and 
prestige. Its characteristics have become the descriptive source to demonstrate the prestige of 
Ngaati Porou chiefs such as Te Rangitawaea.148 The characteristics of Hikurangi have also been 
used to refer to the status of ‘Anglican missionaries and clergyman [who] were often accorded 
the respect normally reserved for those of chiefly status.’149  
Through this parallelism of the conceptual understanding of mountains by Ancient Near 
Eastern and Maaori cultures, Tamihere expands the possibility of meaning in the interpretive 
process. This expansion of meaning possibility allows for interpretations of the biblical text 
more relevant for Maaori audiences. It is more relevant because it creates new resonances 
within the text by addressing cultural concerns that are already important for the people. 
Tamihere writes, 
The correlations that exist here are self-evident: mountain as identity, mountain as the 
seat of the divine, mountain as a projection of self. These are all reoccurring themes in 
both Maori understandings found in the text and its context. That such a correlation 
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exists posits the probability that a “superior” resonance with this text can be had by a 
Maori reader who identifies with a mountain in terms of identity and place of 
origin. ⁠150 
The work on biblical interpretation by Tamihere lays some of the academic groundwork 
for future interpretive theory and practice. He does this by bringing the academic tradition of 
biblical criticism into a place of potential dialogue with Maaori concepts and understandings. 
Furthermore, he highlights the cultural concerns that he observes in the biblical text. By 
noticing the potential for conceptual parallelism, he can demonstrate the expansion of potential 
meaning. This parallelism has contributed to the ongoing tradition by demonstrating both the 
relevance of biblical criticism for Maaori cultures and the relevance of Maaori cultures for 
biblical criticism. 
However, the demonstration of the method by Tamihere leaves something to be desired. 
I was left desiring a Maaori interpretation of the biblical text. While Tamihere does a beautiful 
job expanding upon his method, it was frustrating to finish his thesis without any proposed 
interpretation of the biblical text or consideration of what the text might mean and how it is 
relevant for us today. However, I get the sense that in my frustration, Tamihere has proven his 
point for the need and necessity of Maaori biblical criticism and interpretations of the biblical 
text. Tamihere is aware that the theory he proposes in this thesis is one step towards greater 
integration of biblical criticism and Maaori philosophy.151 This greater integration is the subject 
of his current doctoral work, which will significantly contribute to biblical criticism in 
Aotearoa New Zealand and the world. Tamihere concludes, 
The ultimate goal in my mind, would be to define and apply a Maori model of biblical 
interpretation — incorporating textual exegesis, commentary, and exploration of the 
given biblical and relevant Maori concepts — using specific and accurate 
terminology, completely in the maori language. If that is the ultimate goal, then this 
thesis comes nowhere near it. However, it is a beginning, albeit a very small one.152 
 
3.6 Rev Dr Beverley Moana Hall-Smith 
The Reverend Dr Beverley Moana Hall-Smith is a Mihinare biblical scholar from the iwi of Te 
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Rarawa and Ngaa Puhi.153 She also has affiliations with Te Aupouri through her father and 
Ngaati Manu through her mother. Hall-Smith grew up in the Far North of the North Island in 
Aotearoa New Zealand, in the Manukau Valley. She attended Manukau Native School, where 
she experienced the systemic assimilation policies of the colonial-based education system. 
Hall-Smith then moved to Auckland Girls’ Grammar, convinced by her parents’ desire for her 
to gain ‘equality’ 154  in a colonial society. Hall-Smith has earned various academic 
qualifications from the University of New South Wales, Macquarie University, University of 
Auckland, and, most recently, Flinders University. From 2009 to 2013, Hall-Smith was 
appointed Kaihautu (‘Principal’)155 in the branch of Te Whare Wānanga o te Pīhopatanga o 
Aotearoa for Te Hui Amorangi ki te Manawa o te Wheke. 
Of the Maaori scholars to date, Hall-Smith is the most prolific Maaori scholar in biblical 
criticism at this time. In 2007, Hall-Smith completed a Master’s thesis at the University of 
Auckland, titled, “The strange woman in Proverbs 1–9 and foreign Māori women in early 
twentieth century Māori communities.”156  Subsequently, in 2009, Hall-Smith published an 
article in the Mai i Rangiātea journal, “Matthew 15:21–28: through the lens of the Treaty of 
Waitangi.”157 In 2011, she presented a paper titled “Leviticus 18: An Indigenous Perspective” 
at the Hermeneutic Conference. 158  Finally, in 2017, Hall-Smith became the first Maaori 
academic to earn a Doctor of Philosophy in Biblical Studies.159 The title of her doctoral thesis 
is “Whakapapa (genealogy), a hermeneutical framework for reading biblical texts: A Māori 
woman encounters rape and violence in Judges 19–21.” 160  This section will analyse the 
interpretive features of Hall-Smith’s work as demonstrated in her doctoral thesis. 
The focus of Hall-Smith’s doctoral thesis is to develop a way Maaori interpreters can 
engage in biblical criticism by using a Kaupapa Maaori approach. To do this, Hall-Smith forms 
a new hermeneutical model that builds upon her previous work in her Master’s thesis.161 
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Therefore, Hall-Smith proposes her ‘whakapapa [genealogy] reading framework,’162 which is 
a tool that analyses the text in five different ways. Hall-Smith has identified these ways from 
maatauranga Maaori (Maaori knowledge) around whakapapa. Hall-Smith identifies these ways 
as: ‘classifying; narrating; inclusion; reciting; and analysing.’163  Hall-Smith then uses this 
reading tool to critically analyse Judges 19–21. 
Hall-Smith approaches the analysis of Judges 19–21 in two stages: a ‘close reading’164 
and a reading ‘through the lens of a Māori woman’ 165  using the ‘whakapapa reading 
framework.’166 The first analysis, a close reading, employs what might be considered the more 
well-known tools of biblical criticism to the text. Throughout this analysis of this challenging 
text, Hall-Smith problematises the current scholarly discourse around Judges 19–21 and reveals 
how it falls short of a satisfactory answer for her as a Maaori woman.167 Hall-Smith then applies 
her whakapapa reading framework to analyse the characters and narratives in Judges 19–21 
with a specific interest in the marginalised and oppressed characters.168 The application of the 
whakapapa reading framework allows Hall-Smith to re-interpret and re-weave the stories of 
these characters.169 Her demonstration of this in her thesis results in the characters being re-
humanised and once again given voice and identity based on their belonging rather than their 
victimisation.  
Perhaps the strongest of the features of Hall-Smith’s interpretation is her commitment 
to seeking justice in the text. The text that Hall-Smith interprets in her thesis is a difficult text 
with violent, disturbing themes of betrayal (Judges 19:24–25), rape (19:25; 20:5; 21:12, 14, 
21–23), gang-rape (19:25; 20:5), torture (19:25; 20:5), sex trafficking or sex slavery (21:12, 14, 
21–23), war (20:8–48), and murder (19:25–28; 20:5; 21:10–11) among other strong themes. 
She finds that the historical and current discourse on the interpretation of Judges 19–21 leaves 
her not only unsatisfied by the offered interpretations but often disturbed. In her own words, 
 
traditional methodologies, Hall-Smith’s doctoral thesis offers a greater engagement with the hermeneutical 
discussion, it is significantly more focused on maatauranga Maaori and has a lesser focus on the traditional 
interpretive methods and the discourse around those styles of interpretation. There remains a high level of 
engagement with the wider scholarly discourse but Hall-Smith tends to engage with a wider variety of scholars 
outside of so-called traditional methodologies. 
162 Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa,” 31. Also referred to as a ‘whakapapa hermeneutical framework.’ (Hall-Smith, 
“Whakapapa,” 73, 123). 
163 Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa,” 57. 
164 Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa,” 30. 
165 Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa,” 31. 
166 Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa,” 31. 
167 Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa,” 136. 
168 Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa,” 136, 164. 




My choice of Judges 19–21 is deliberate because every time I have looked at 
scholarly readings of this text the focus seems to rest on the namelessness and 
voicelessness of the characters and the invisibility of the Divine. Disturbed by such 
interpretive themes because they feel foreign to my way of reading, I have wondered 
often what might be the result of applying a hermeneutic grounded in te ao Māori (a 
Māori world view).170 
Hence, Hall-Smith confronts the interpretive discourse and violent themes in her interpretation 
of Judges 19–21. In doing so, she seeks interpretive justice by applying a whakapapa 
hermeneutical framework to the text. One of the significant results in Hall-Smith’s 
interpretation is her ability to restore the voice, identity, and agency of the silenced women and 
land.171 
We see this restoration of voice, identity, and agency in Hall-Smith’s treatment of the 
concubine woman in Judges 19. In her interpretation, the woman’s identity transcends the label 
put onto her by the authors and editors of the narrative. The label ‘concubine’ has a negative 
connotation suggestive of the person’s illicit sexual activity. However, as Hall-Smith writes,  
From my perspective, the term pileges or concubine does not imply that the 
concubine is guilty of sexual misconduct, rather she enslaves herself to a position of 
secondary wife to a man. These women possessed many of the same rights as 
legitimate wives, without the same sense of respect.172 
Having shifted her understanding of concubines away from issues of sexual misconduct 
or sexual immorality on the part of the concubine, Hall-Smith analyses the woman’s identity 
from another perspective. The first clue to the woman’s identity is that the woman has not left 
to go to any random land. What Hall-Smith points out is that the woman has returned to her 
tribe and her tribal lands. We discover, therefore, that the woman is a descendant of Judah. 
This revelation means that 
According to Genesis 49, Judah, and by implication his descendants, were to be the 
object of national praise (49:8), strong as a lion and successful (49:9), carrying the 
sceptre and ruling the people (49:10), and knowing prosperity and fertility (49:11–
12). … The woman’s whakapapa (genealogical link) to Judah therefore serves as an 
acknowledgment of her origin, her lineage and heritage, which provides her with 
mana (prestige and power).173 
Furthermore, Hall-Smith asserts that for Maaori, ‘the land is a source of identity and 
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stories help shape that identity.’174 Therefore, it is interesting that ‘while the human characters 
in Judges 19–21 are unnamed, the land is specifically named.’175 This point is essential to 
understanding the identity of the unnamed woman because  
Māori land is handed down by whakapapa from generation to generation. Ancestral 
links to land are remembered and portrayed by songs, stories, myths and speeches. 
The spiritual, cultural and social life of the hapu (clan) is linked to the land and the 
clan’s right to land is validated by whakapapa. This is observed when whakapapa as 
recitation links the land’s occupants to the earliest occupying groups and to the atua 
(god) that formed it. For Israel “land is gifted, it is a covenanted land, a covenantal 
place.176 
Therefore, by understanding the woman’s connection to the land where she had returned from 
her husband, Hall-Smith can demonstrate that her identity is not absent from the narrative. 
Instead, her identity has been more subtly encoded into the narrative and requires a whakapapa 
hermeneutical framework to retrieve it and recognise the woman for who she is. She is a 
Judahite woman. 
The identity of the Judahite woman is critical to Hall-Smith because her social location 
and experiences, as a Maaori woman in Aotearoa New Zealand, profoundly influences how 
she reads the text. In her analysis, Hall-Smith identifies the violence recorded throughout the 
book of Judges as Israel attempts to colonise the land.177 In recognising these ‘narratives of 
oppression’178 in Judges, she links the experiences of the oppressed and marginalised in Judges 
with her experience as a Maaori person within Aotearoa New Zealand.179 She writes, ‘As a 
Māori woman living in postcolonial Aotearoa, New Zealand, I align myself with the 
marginalised in the text as the direct result of living under an oppressive coloniser.’180 
Thus, Hall-Smith sees a close connection between the forms of oppression in the 
biblical narrative and the historical and contemporary life of Aotearoa New Zealand.181 Out of 
this recognition, she draws the attention of the text away from those who have been staged as 
the main characters. Instead, Hall-Smith focuses on providing a place for the marginalised 
characters to speak and voice their experiences. As a result, the place that Hall-Smith creates 
in her whakapapa hermeneutical framework re-humanises the Levite’s nameless wife by 
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recognising who she is through her tribal links, thereby restoring her identity that has been 
encoded into the text; she is the Judahite woman. Through this focus on the shared experiences 
of marginalisation, being a woman in systemic patriarchy, and oppression, Hall-Smith 
establishes a connection between herself and the women she encounters in the biblical text. 
Hall-Smith quite clearly displays this connection in her interpretation of rape 
throughout the horrific pericope. The first of these rapes is the Judahite woman who is gang-
raped by the men of Gibeah throughout the night. The men of Gibeah abandon her to die alone. 
The next instance of rape is the sex trafficking or sex slavery of the four hundred virginal 
women of Jabesh Gilead. The Israelite men designate the women to become the heir-producers 
for the remaining Benjaminite men. However, four hundred women are not enough for the 
Benjaminites, so they designate a further two hundred women from Shiloh to be kidnapped 
and raped by the Benjaminite men. Hall-Smith connects these narratives of ‘rape and the 
silenced’182 with the history of colonisation of Aotearoa New Zealand: 
It is not possible to read the rape and murder of the Levite’s concubine at Gibeah, the 
civil war (Judges 20) and the rape and transfer of women (Judges 21) without relating 
to our own history, in particular the effects of colonisation upon women and land in 
Aotearoa (New Zealand). The women in the text are silenced, beaten, abused, raped, 
violated and sacrificed. Their bodies are used to maintain a system of exclusion. Such 
an image reminds the reader of an ideology upon the lands of indigenous people. The 
desire to possess and take over people’s lives has always been a constant for the 
colonisers.183 
In particular, Hall-Smith recalls a horrifically similar account of gang rape from an 
attack on Pokaikai in Taranaki in 1866, ‘where the multiple rape of a wounded woman by 
soldiers took place.’184 Here, too, the Ngaati Ruanui woman was silenced by the disturbing 
suggestion of her sexual immorality, i.e., the suggestion that she was licentious and had it 
coming. Later, the attack leader was exonerated and had significant support from the colonial 
population for his ‘ruthless approach.’185 Hall-Smith, who re-interprets the violations from her 
view within te ao Maaori, strongly condemns these rapes.186 For her, rape is a ‘serious crime’187 
that has caused the extreme violation of the Judahite woman’s intrinsic nature and ‘inherent 
 
182 Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa,” 184. 
183 Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa,” 185. 
184 Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa,” 185. 
185 Ministry for Culture and Heritage, “The Year of the Lamb,” NZHistory, 3 April 2019, accessed 4 June 2021, 
https://nzhistory.govt.nz/war/titokowarus-war/year-of-the-lamb. 
186 Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa,” 185. 




sacredness.’ 188  Flowing out of this extreme violation is the destruction of a plurality of 
relationships and connections. ‘It upsets the spiritual, emotional and physical balance within 
the victim herself and the relationship she has with her whanau (family), hapu (clan) and to the 
whenua (land) because the woman’s existence is intrinsic to te tapu (the sacredness) of the 
land.’189 
Moreover, the perpetrators have violated their covenants with Atua, a covenant built 
upon generations ‘of ancestral precedent stretching back into the Divine.’190  The Judahite 
woman’s husband causes a further violation. What he ought to have done was to treat the 
Judahite woman’s violated and brutalised body with respect by returning her, whole, to 
Papatuuaanuku (earth mother). Hall-Smith’s re-interpretation of the rape and silence of the 
women in Judges 19–21 reveals to a truer extent the complete depravity of the men within the 
narrative and the way that their depravity poisons a multitude of relationships. 
According to Hall-Smith, in a Kaupapa Maaori view of the Judahite woman, there is 
room in the text for us to see that the woman demonstrates agency throughout the narrative. 
While the Judahite woman and all women throughout Judges 19–21 remain silent, for Hall-
Smith this does not mean that she cannot see a sense of agency in the actions of the Judahite 
woman. Instead, Hall-Smith identifies many points in the narrative where the narrative 
description of the Judahite woman can be interpreted through tikanga Maaori and give a 
significantly different understanding of her actions and interactions or lack thereof.  
The first point that Hall-Smith re-interprets is the ‘hospitality scene’191 in Judges 19:3–
9. She points out that many scholars in the current discourse perceive the silence of the Judahite 
woman as a mark of her oppression. The reasoning is that her husband is given hospitality upon 
his arrival, but she is excluded from such hospitality. Hall-Smith applies a tikanga Maaori lens 
to the text and argues that obligations of manaakitanga (hospitality) are dependent on the 
relationship and connection to the land where the encounter takes place. Therefore, she points 
out that the Judahite woman has returned to ‘her tribal lands.’192 As such, Hall-Smith does not 
consider the Judahite woman to be a visitor among her tribe. Hall-Smith explains that because 
she is tangata whenua, the Judahite woman has a relational obligation to the manuhiri (in this 
case, her husband) to offer hospitality (along with the rest in her tribe/household) rather than 
receiving hospitality from her tribe or household. Hence, Hall-Smith concludes, 
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In fact, from a Māori perspective she is most likely in the kitchen playing the role of 
kaitiaki (hostess) providing replenishment through food and thereby respect and 
dignity to the guest.193 
This re-interpretation of the narrative argues that the perceived lack of hospitality towards the 
Judahite woman may have been entirely appropriate depending on the cultural practices. While 
it may be understood as a form of gendered exclusion from some perspectives, from the Maaori 
perspective offered by Hall-Smith, the Judahite woman was demonstrating the mana or prestige 
of her tribe and household by offering hospitality.  
Another reason that Hall-Smith speculates why the Judahite woman was separate from 
eating and socialising with the men is that she may have been menstruating. If this were the 
case, then the woman would have been in a state of elevated tapu (sacredness).194 Both Levitical 
law and tikanga Maaori (Maaori custom/practice) recognise this state of elevated tapu. In 
Levitical law, ‘the impurity of her monthly period’ (Lev 15:19) renders a woman unclean. 
Anything a menstruating woman touches or anyone that touches anything she touches becomes 
unclean (Lev 15:19–24). Finally, if a man has sex with a menstruating woman, he becomes 
unclean for seven days, along with everything he touches (Lev 15:24). However, in regards to 
tikanga Maaori, Hall-Smith explains,  
For Māori, a woman who is menstruating (or pregnant for that matter) is prohibited 
from taking part in gathering food, as well as from certain ceremonies or rituals. She 
is in a highly tapu (sacred) state, “not impure or unclean” as Leviticus states. From a 
Māori perspective, this hospitality incident may be showing that she is proving herself 
to be a wise daughter, keeping herself safe by keeping her distance from the two 
men.195 
In this interpretation, Hall-Smith believes that the Judahite woman may be diligently practising 
tikanga. Her diligence keeps the whole group safe. Thus, in this case, the exclusion could be 
self-exclusion due to a sacred state rather than a specific gendered exclusion. 
A final example in which Hall-Smith identifies the agency of the Judahite woman is in 
her decision to leave her husband and return home. Hall-Smith understands the Judahite 
woman’s action here as an act of sexual independence. She writes, 
A Māori woman’s reading views the Judges 19 woman as exercising her sexual 
independence, which can be difficult to grasp in te ao Pakeha (Western world). For 
Māori, sexual independence can mean that a woman has control of her own sexuality 
 
193 Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa,” 184. 
194 Te whakapaakehaa: sacredness or restricted access. Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa,” 184. 




and her destiny. I draw upon our Māori myths to seek clarifications of the concubine’s 
sexual independence and how a Māori woman might read the text. In te Ao Māori 
(the Māori worldview) the right of a woman to live and to exercise her sexual 
activities and her productive functions independently was noted among Māori 
women, although it was against any Christian teachings. That the concubine acted in 
this way shows a sense of independence.196 
For Hall-Smith, this sexual independence resonates with the stories of many women in the 
histories of Maaori iwi. Hence, she recalls the very well-known history of the relationship 
between Rongomai-wahine and Kahungunu, the ancestors of Ngaati Rongomaiwahine and 
Ngaati Kahungunu. Hall-Smith explains, 
Our most well-known women were women with strong sexual independence. Iwi 
histories are filled with stories of powerful women. One such woman was Rongomai-
wahine. It was argued that her female sexual strength was more powerful than that of 
many men. It was Rongomai-wahine who captured the heart of Kahungungu, 
renowned for his powerful physique and good looks. On hearing of his sexual 
attributes and prowess Rongomai-wahine challenged him with an explicit desire to lie 
with him. He saw her beauty and took up the challenge and she later became his 
partner.197 
Hall-Smith’s interpretation using Kaupapa Maaori indicates to her that ‘the term pîlegeś 
([Judges] 19:2) does not imply she is sexually active outside marriage but indicates a secondary 
wife.’198 While the circumstance for why the Judahite woman originally left her husband and 
returned to her tribal homelands remains unknown, for Hall-Smith the narrative of the Judahite 
woman demonstrates her independence and will to survive in what is a ‘patriarchal and 
colonised world.’199 
As demonstrated above, Hall-Smith identifies the Judahite woman’s agency throughout 
the text, in her obligation to provide hospitality, to the possibility that she was menstruating, 
and her actions in the text demonstrate her sexual independence. This identification does not 
justify or vindicate the decision of the authors and editors to silence the women throughout 
Judges 19–21. However, it offers a view into a simultaneous counter-narrative that the actions 
of the Judahite woman preserve, despite the erasure of her words. 
One of the significant contributions of Hall-Smith’s research is her work in recovering 
the identity of the Judahite woman. While the tradition lost or erased the name of the Judahite 
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woman, Hall-Smith points out that this person’s name is not the only important aspect when 
we consider her identity. Hall-Smith’s Maaori women’s interpretation using her whakapapa 
hermeneutic framework reminds us that the Judahite woman belongs to a tribe and her identity 
first comes from her belonging in that tribe. 
An unfortunate drawback of Hall-Smith’s work is the amount of the thesis dedicated to 
explaining various Maaori concepts because they are unfamiliar in biblical criticism. While 
Hall-Smith’s approach towards her interpretation was correct given the context, it is also a 
critique of our context in biblical criticism. Hall-Smith must explain and justify the concepts 
she engages with throughout the thesis to bring them into the interpretation because biblical 
criticism in Aotearoa New Zealand has not yet become an inclusive space for Kaupapa Maaori 
research. Hence, my critique of Hall-Smith’s work is also a critique of biblical criticism in this 
place. The hope is that one day, theses like this might have the right of place to spend many 
more chapters analysing and interpreting the text instead of justifying their inclusion in biblical 
criticism. Like the rest of these works, Hall-Smith’s contribution to biblical criticism is 
essential and ought to be influential in shaping the form and direction of biblical criticism into 
the future. 
 
3.7 Chapter Summary 
This review of the contemporary Maaori biblical interpretive tradition has analysed some of 
the prominent features of Maaori scholars as they read the biblical text. From this analysis, the 
prominence of four features is evident. These are: Kaupapa Maaori, whanaungatanga, justice, 
and whenua. First, throughout the work of each of these scholars, Kaupapa Maaori guided their 
approach to interpreting the text; they all recognised the legitimacy and validity of maatauranga 
Maaori, Maaori epistemologies, and Maaori culture to interpret the biblical text. Through this 
cultural lens, the scholars were able to critique, rename, and re-interpret the issues in the text. 
Second, the influence of whanaungatanga on interpretation is a significant contribution 
these scholars have made to the biblical discourse. The scholars wove their lives into the text 
through personalisation and personal vulnerability and focused their attention on the 
relatedness of the people in the text. This attention has restored identities in the text, such as 
the identity of the Judahite woman by Hall-Smith, and turned us back towards identities and 
relationships that tend to go unnoticed, such as Jesus’ identity as a Canaanite, therefore, 




Third, justice was a vital concern for all the scholars. For some scholars, this concern 
for justice comes from their own experience under colonisation and their experiences of 
marginalisation and systemic racism in their lands. Interpreting the text using Kaupapa Maaori 
was a justice issue for all the scholars. This restoration of voice demonstrates and proves the 
immense value of who they are. The final feature in the interpretive tradition is whenua. The 
scholars demonstrated their concern for the land through how they related their identities to 
their ancestral lands. This concern for whenua is partially due to colonisation and mass theft 
by the colonial government and the Paakehaa population in Aotearoa New Zealand.  
While I have distinctly separated these four features in the work of the scholars, these 
features are closely intertwined. Each feature inherently invokes the other three features and 
many more features that I have not discussed. Thus, while specific features may become the 
focus, the features continue to function together as a whole and are not siloed from one another; 
the features are dynamically interrelated.200 
The analysis also demonstrates the diversity of interpretations, features, and approaches 
to interpreting the biblical text. While there remains no homogenous interpretive method or 
concern for these six scholars, I think it is clear from reading and analysing these works that 
they exist within the same tradition of interpretation. However, this review has merely 
presented a small yet significant and indicative segment of that tradition. Much more work 
remains on understanding the features, concerns, and interpretive theory in how Maaori readers 
interpret the biblical text. 
The interpretations’ legitimacy speaks for themselves. This analysis merely supports 
the legitimacy of the contemporary Maaori biblical interpretive tradition. This tradition of 
interpretation has revealed and refocused our attention on neglected aspects. These revelations 
of otherwise unseen relationships, concepts, and connections demonstrate the value of 
analysing the text through another cultural paradigm or horizon. Interpreting the biblical text 
from these perspectives provides new potential for meaning. This new potential for meaning, 
in turn, expands the interpreter’s horizon. In recognising the legitimacy and value of Maaori 
interpretation of the biblical text, the indigenous scholarship will enhance the whole discipline 
of biblical criticism. 
This chapter is essential to the thesis because it demonstrates the concerns and issues 
for Maaori as they read the biblical text. As the indigenous people through whom Paakehaa 
have their right of place in Te Tiriti, these concerns and issues are central for us as we approach 
 




research and interpret the biblical text. As explained above, all interpretations of the biblical 
text are contextual interpretations by their very nature. Therefore, interpretations by Paakehaa 
scholars must also be contextual interpretations. In the following chapter, I will establish the 
basis for a relational hermeneutical approach to the biblical text. From this relational 
hermeneutical approach, we (Paakehaa) might form a legitimate dialogical interpretation based 
on our partnership with Maaori. This partner-centred interpretation provides a theoretical 





Chapter 4: Hermeneutics 
 
4.1 Introduction 
In the previous chapter, I explored the contemporary Maaori biblical interpretive tradition 
through the works of six Maaori scholars. Four features emerged from their work: Kaupapa 
Maaori, whanaungatanga, justice, and whenua. Having explored the contours and features of 
some Maaori biblical interpretations, I will now discuss some of the hermeneutical foundations 
of contemporary biblical scholarship. These hermeneutical foundations have been particularly 
influential in the development of contextual interpretations of the biblical text. 
As discussed in Chapter 1, biblical criticism has undergone immense change and 
transformation (§1.2). Like other disciplines in the academy, biblical criticism has historically 
existed with its centre in western European and North American discourse (particularly the 
white male variety).1 However, in recent history, the discipline has seen the centre of biblical 
criticism challenged by developments inside the broader academy and confronted by a 
significant influx of diverse peoples and perspectives that has been previously silenced through 
systemic exclusion, marginalisation, and gatekeeping. Historically speaking, these changes 
have occurred primarily due to developments in the study of hermeneutics (drawing on research 
in philosophy, literary theory, and developments in critical theory) and due to the increasing 
accessibility of university education. Hence, those who had been perceived as traditional 
outsiders and institutions that existed outside Western European and North American norms 
have asserted their right to seats at the academic table, changing the nature of the discourse. 
Briefly and broadly, the development of biblical criticism, influenced by hermeneutics, 
might be considered to have occurred as follows. The historical-critical method was developed 
in the 19th century from Schleiermacher’s empiricist and positivistic hermeneutical approach.2 
It became an ever more dominant method for interpreting the text in biblical criticism. In the 
20th century, with significant theoretical developments in philosophy, literary theory, and 
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hermeneutics, the scientific methodology of the historical-critical method was challenged, and 
new literary criticism emerged.3 At a similar point in the 20th century, in response to a sense 
of futility in the historical-critical method, biblical scholars began to turn more readily to other 
disciplines outside of biblical criticism in search of new methodological approaches which 
would allow them to understand the meaning of the biblical text. 4  Alongside these 
developments, literary theory was developing through structuralist, deconstruction, reader-
response, and post-structuralist theories. 5  After a considerable lag, these literary theories 
eventually came to influence the hermeneutics and methodologies of biblical criticism.6 From 
these developments in hermeneutics, contextual interpretation arose within biblical criticism.  
During the 20th century, another shift was occurring in the academy. While the 
academy had traditionally educated white men, it opened up to a new and diverse set of critical 
thinkers.7 Additionally, the academy in the majority world was also becoming more accessible. 
As Professor Fernando Segovia describes concerning biblical criticism, 
The preserve of Western males–Western male clerics, to be more precise—begins to 
witness an influx of outsiders, individuals now making their voices heard for the first 
time: Western women, non-Western theologians and critics, and racial and ethnic 
minorities from non-Western civilizations in the West. ⁠⁠8 
Furthermore, the academy also witnessed an influx of people openly from the LGBTQIA+ 
community and other identity minority communities.9 
Little change occurred at the beginning of this influx, but gradually these majority world, 
indigenous, minority scholars (outsider scholars) were trained in the academy by the academy. 
As they were trained and as they graduated, these outsiders experienced deep dissatisfaction 
with the academy’s methodologies, conclusions, prejudices, and discourses. They also began 
to ask many questions arising from their experiences and knowledge of the world from their 
diverse understandings. The academy was unable to satisfactorily answer these questions from 
these formerly silenced and excluded groups. This influx of outsiders, the growing 
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dissatisfaction, and the new diverse set of experiences and perspectives laid the groundwork 
for the next evolution in biblical criticism that arrived from the 1970s onwards. 
Having been trained by the academy, these outsider scholars began to re-engage with 
the traditional discourses and offer significant critiques of the academy from the inside. These 
scholars fought against Eurocentrism and Americentrism in the academy and argued for the 
rightful recognition of the legitimacy of their ways of knowing, knowledge, methodologies, 
and perspectives. This work by these majority world, indigenous, minority scholars began to 
reorient the academic playing field. This reorientation saw the tentative inclusion of majority 
world, indigenous, and minority epistemologies, methodologies, and hermeneutical theories 
into the academic discourse.  
Biblical criticism from these diverse outsider perspectives has continued to establish 
itself, develop, and create new critical interpretations of the biblical text, despite these scholars’ 
continuing marginalisation by Eurocentrism and Americentrism in the academy. The poor 
reception of these outsider perspectives by the gatekeepers of the discipline has, in many ways, 
maintained a strong divide in biblical criticism. Whereas mainstream biblical criticism claims 
to be serious scholarship that uncovers the meaning of the text, they perceive these outsider 
perspectives and forms of criticism as an aberration in the discipline. It is believed that these 
forms of criticism:are not serious biblical scholarship, culturally infected, and nothing more 
than outright subjectivism. It is believed that those who interpret the text using outsider forms 
of criticism are not trained (or proficient) in the traditional methods of biblical criticism, adding 
further insult. Thus, not only do these outsiders allegedly produce inferior work, but they are 
incapable of doing what the mainstream (historical-critical) scholars do because of their 
inadequate training. This belief illustrates that biblical criticism continues to be gatekept by an 
oppressive understanding of the discipline. The criteria for initiation and maintaining one’s 
elite membership revolve around one’s ability to demonstrate mastery over these superior 
traditional forms of criticism. 
In the thirty years that have passed since the groundbreaking works of Sugirtharajah,10 
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Blount,11 Dube,12 Segovia,13 Smith-Christopher,14 Tolbert,15 and Kwok,16 who reclaimed their 
right of place in the academy, the centre of biblical criticism has continued to keep this type of 
scholarship on the margins of the discipline. One need merely to observe the format and design 
of the Society of Biblical Literature conference where descriptive qualifiers group the 
intentionally contextual interpretations: ‘Asian,’ ‘Black,’ ‘African,’ ‘Feminist,’ etc.⁠ 17  This 
grouping of various types of intentionally contextual interpretation outside of the other program 
units indicates their abnormality from the mainstream of biblical criticism. These are the 
cultural or ideological program units, whereas the others are culturally and ideologically 
neutral. Alternatively, they are culturally and ideologically normative and therefore without 
the need of cultural or ideological descriptive qualifier. This division in the discipline is itself 
a hermeneutical crisis. 
Professor R. S. Sugirtharajah noted this substantial prejudice from mainstream biblical 
criticism, which surrounded the decision to end the partnership between the Society of Biblical 
Literature (SBL) and the American Academy of Religion (AAR) in 2007. Sugirtharajah writes, 
There is still a conviction among some in the guild that the SBL is not the natural 
home for minority hermeneutics. Ideally, they would like those engaged in minority 
hermeneutics to be gone from their midst. … When the time came for the renewal of 
the “Bible in Asia, Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean” Group, not all the 
Council of the SBL were keen on an extension. Discomforted by a cluster of 
outlandish concepts and ideas, such as ethnicity, subalternity, colonialism and 
migrancy, and by such interpretative practices as hermeneutical circles and militant 
reading that marginal exegesis had introduced to the tranquil and sleepy world of 
biblical studies, some members commented, “These people do not do proper exegesis. 
Their proper place should be in the AAR.”⁠18 
While the decision to split SBL and AAR ultimately did not last (2008–2011), the message was 
clear. The sentiment that the minority hermeneutics, as Sugirtharajah describes, belongs 
elsewhere has caused lasting damage. 
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While the focus of our discipline, for the most part, revolves around the interpretation 
of the biblical texts, we need to revisit our hermeneutical perspectives. We need to revisit these 
perspectives because it is vital for us to consider how we approach the biblical text and how 
our interpersonal hermeneutics includes or excludes people and research based on prejudices 
in the discipline. Both of these issues, in my perspective, can be addressed by focusing on the 
fallacies in our hermeneutical theory in our relationships with one another and with the biblical 
text. However, this problem is even more poignant as we turn our attention to those who live 
alongside us in our localities. 
This chapter is split into two sections. In the first section, I will discuss the 
hermeneutical developments from Hans-Georg Gadamer. The second section will examine 
Relational Hermeneutics, an approach proposed by Rev Prof Upolu Vaai and present in the 
Maaori discourse concerning hermeneutics. In each section, I am also interested in how the 
hermeneutical theory explains and might have influenced some contemporary forms of biblical 
criticism. 
 
4.2 Gadamer’s Hermeneutics 
Hans-Georg Gadamer (1900–2002) was a German philosopher who, in writing Wahrheit und 
Methode, proposed a new hermeneutical theory known as philosophical hermeneutics. This 
philosophical hermeneutic theory responded to the empirical and positivistic hermeneutical 
theory developed by Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768–1834). Gadamer believed that the 
scientific, disinterested, and objectivist approach towards a text failed to understand how pre-
knowledge affected the interpretation. 
Schleiermacher’s hermeneutical theory argued that the initial encounter between an 
interpreter and a text is often a misunderstanding.19 For Schleiermacher, the meaning of the text 
is whatever the original author intended the text to mean for the readers.20 Hence, if we can 
read the text from the author’s perspective, we will understand its meaning. Schleiermacher 
proposes that we can read the text from the author’s viewpoint by understanding more about 
the author and their context through which we can see the world from their point of view.21 
However, by default, the interpreter approaches the text with their internalised prejudices (pre-
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knowledge), preventing them from simply understanding it as written. Because of this 
prejudice, the interpreter must neutralise their pre-knowledge to overcome their predisposition 
for misunderstanding. By dispelling oneself of one’s internalised biases, the interpreter 
attempts to become an objective interpreter of the text.22 
Upon reaching an objective position, the interpreter then applies some historical tools 
to interpret the text correctly. Therefore, the correct interpretation is the product of the 
discourse between two things:23 1. understanding the grammar and linguistics which govern 
the author’s language;24 2. creating an empathic connection with the original author.25 Through 
learning about the original author and their context and by creating an empathic connection 
with them, it is proposed that the interpreter can understand the author better than the author 
understands themselves. Because of this, the interpreter can interpret the text from the original 
perspective of the author. 
However, Gadamer comprehensively critiques this hermeneutical approach. Gadamer 
argues that Schleiermacher’s approach attempts to be scientific, positivistic, and objective. It 
ended up being dominated by the interpreter’s prejudice instead of being freed from it.26 While 
Gadamer appreciated Schleiermacher’s approach to the grammatical and linguistic 
interpretation of the text, he found the premise that the meaning is located in the author’s 
intention to be highly problematic.27 He writes, 
The artist who creates something is not the appointed interpreter of it. As an 
interpreter he has no automatic authority over the person who is simply receiving his 
work. Insofar as he reflects on his own work, he is his own reader. The meaning that 
he, as reader, gives his own work does not set the standard. The only standard of 
interpretation is the sense of his creation, what it “means.”28 
Therefore, according to Gadamer, the meaning of the text was not located in understanding the 
mind and workings of the original author, but, as we will see, the critical dialogue between the 
text and the interpreter creates meaning.29 
There are five critical hermeneutical concepts that Gadamer develops which we must 
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discuss: prejudice, the historically effected consciousness, Tradition, dialogue, and the fusion 
of horizons. Gadamer argues that being affected by prejudices is an inescapable reality.30 
Therefore, unlike Schleiermacher’s theory, interpreters cannot detach their prejudices from 
themselves to view something objectively. However, prejudice for Gadamer is not inherently 
a harmful condition. Instead, people possess good and bad prejudices, or in Gadamer’s words, 
‘unjustified prejudice’ and ‘justified prejudices productive of knowledge.’31 Bad prejudices 
block our capability for understanding what we encounter, thereby reducing our ability to 
understand. Good prejudices help us know what we encounter better and enable us to form 
more reliable knowledge of what we encounter. When we encounter alterity, our prejudiced 
view of reality is challenged, revealing both types of prejudice. When confronted by our 
prejudice by alterity, our experience of difference allows us to reform our prejudices.32 
Following Heidegger’s dasein, Gadamer argues that the interpreter is a historically 
effected consciousness. The interpreter is a being that is bound up in history and has been 
produced by history. Similarly, the text is something bound up in history and produced by 
history.33 Thus, the interpreter and the text are historical beings conditioned through their 
education, experiences, and context.34 It is precisely this attribute of the historicity of the 
interpreter and the text that allows them to enter a discourse with one another. Therefore, the 
hermeneutical experience revolves around discourse between two historically effected 
consciousnesses connected by their mutual participation in history.35 
This mutual participation in history is vital for Gadamer. One of the reasons why an 
interpreter cannot read a text from an objective perspective is their existence as a historically 
effected consciousness.36 This limitation of our historically effected consciousness is neither 
good nor bad for Gadamer, merely the reality that we encounter as we try to understand and 
find meaning. Reaching a point of objectivity is an attempt to opt out of our nature as 
historically effected beings.37 This proposition for Gadamer is an impossibility. Our historically 
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effected consciousness always affects the way that we interpret and understand the world 
around us. Our historically effected consciousness continues to evolve and reform, never 
stagnate because of our continual encounters with experience, education, and context.38 Even 
within the interpreter’s life, alterity develops between the interpreter of the present and the past. 
This developing alterity accounts for the experience of an interpreter who reads something they 
wrote years ago. There is both familiarity and difference as the interpreter comes to that same 
piece from a new perspective. 
Tradition, for Gadamer, refers to two things. First, Tradition refers to the various 
streams of particular human thought which, in our context, inform our historically effected 
consciousness. Tradition is the stream of thought which conditions the way that we perceive 
the world. These Traditions are changed and refined over time and are particular to points in 
history. Tradition also refers to the overall system within which all human consciousness exists. 
He argues that other historically effected consciousnesses are accessible because they share in 
this whole system of the stream of human consciousnesses, i.e., the overall Tradition. Gadamer 
writes,  
We can set aside Schleiermacher’s ideas on subjective interpretation. When we try to 
understand a text, we do not try to transpose ourselves into the author’s mind but, if 
one wants to use this terminology, we try to transpose ourselves into the perspective 
within which [they] have formed [their] views. But this simply means that we try to 
understand how what [they are] saying could be right.39 
Therefore, in Tradition, we can perceive a text from the perspective of someone located within 
a particular historical Tradition (as opposed to an isolation of the original author) because we 
can understand the specific historical Tradition in which it was formed.  
Next is the concept of dialogue. Gadamer perceives dialogue as a bilateral discourse 
between an interpreter and a text, in the same sense as ‘the I-Thou relational.’40 They begin to 
perceive issues from one another’s perspectives. The primary component of discourse is the 
question and answer. The I asks the Thou a question, and the Thou answers the question for 
the I. When this component of discourse is unilateral, a discourse becomes a monologue in 
which only one party is allowed to ask questions of the other. When each of the discourses 
partners takes turns asking questions of the Thou, and each partner takes turns answering the 
questions of the Thou, a discourse is a bilateral conversation. 
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Understanding is the product of this bilateral conversation when the I and Thou agree 
on what is meant by the other. In mutual agreement, both the I and the Thou can perceive the 
issue in the discourse from one another’s perspective (irrespective of their personal 
(dis)agreement concerning the matter). Hence, a dialogue is when a discourse is bilateral, and 
both the I and the Thou must change the way they think to understand from one another’s 
perspective.41 
In coming to an encounter and a potential dialogue, the I and the Thou both bring what 
Gadamer refers to as their ‘horizon.’ Gadamer writes, 
The horizon is the range of vision that includes everything that can be seen from a 
particular vantage point. Applying this to the thinking mind, we speak of narrowness 
of horizon, of the possible expansion of horizon, of the opening up of new horizons, 
and so forth.42 
Therefore, the horizon is what someone perceives as they have been conditioned by history 
until this point. Alternatively, in the case of the text, the horizon is everything that could be 
perceived when it was produced as its place in history conditioned it. Gadamer argues that we 
are ‘not being limited to what is nearby but [are] able to see beyond it. A person who has a 
horizon knows the relative significance of everything within this horizon, whether it is near or 
far, great or small.’43 
This awareness of one’s horizon and the awareness of the horizon of the discourse 
partner allows for the open exchange of questions and answers due to the experience of the 
foreignness of the partner’s horizon. In coming to an agreement in dialogue, the horizons of 
both dialogical partners are expanded by their mutual understanding of one another’s 
perspective. In reaching mutual understanding, the interpreter can ‘transpose [themselves] into 
the historical horizon from which the traditionary text speaks.’ 44  It is in this idea of 
transposition through dialogue that Gadamer believes we can interpret the meaning of the text: 
When our historical consciousness transposes itself into historical horizons, this does 
not entail passing into alien worlds unconnected in any way with our own; instead, 
they together constitute the one great horizon that moves from within and that, 
beyond the frontiers of the present, embraces the historical depths of our self-
consciousness. Everything contained in historical consciousness is in fact embraced 
by a single historical horizon. Our own past and that other past toward which our 
historical consciousness is directed help to shape this moving horizon out of which 
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human life always lives and which determines it as heritage and tradition.45 
This dialogue of horizons through question and answer results in the expansion of horizons, 
which allows for the transposition of discourse partners to understand through the eyes of 
another, this is what Gadamer refers to as the ‘fusion of horizons’ 46  or the formation of 
understanding and meaning. 
 
4.2.1 Gadamer and Contextual Interpretations 
We can see Gadamer’s theory at work in biblical criticism with the rise of interpretations that 
embraced, instead of excluding, the interpreter’s contextuality. Contextual interpretations of 
the biblical text recognise how interpreters’ cultural contexts and other influences from their 
social location influence the way they perceive what is being read. The interpreters’ cultural 
context and social location are a part of the Tradition from which they come to the text. As 
equal and equitable members of the overall stream of human consciousness, they too can 
encounter the text’s horizon and enter a dialogue with questions and answers arising from their 
particular cultural horizon. While the shape of the dialogue and the questions and answers in 
the dialogue might be dramatically different to those who arrive at the text from a white, male 
perspective, they too can form a mutual understanding with the text out of this dialogue and 
produce meaning from the fusion of the horizons. 
However, Gadamer’s hermeneutical theory tells us that the meaning produced from the 
dialogue is culturally influenced (Tradition). Therefore, the meaning of the text for two 
interpreters that arrive at the same text from very distinct cultures will look very different from 
one another, because the questions and answers that arise in the dialogue are being asked from 
their specific cultural perspectives. Nevertheless, the interpretations will have some 
commonality because they work on the same text and exist in the same overall Tradition. This 
theory proposed by Gadamer goes some way to explain what is going on in contextual 
interpretation. 
In 1995, Professor Brian K. Blount published his doctoral work as Cultural 
Interpretation: Reorienting New Testament Criticism.47 In this book, he brought together his 
horizon as an African American and the text’s horizon using sociolinguistic theories for speech 
 
45 Gadamer, Truth and Method, 262. 
46 Gadamer, Truth and Method, 311; Beal, “Cultural-Historical Criticism,” 176. 




analysis. Likewise, Professor Daniel Smith-Christopher’s edited volume Text & Experience: 
Towards a Cultural Exegesis of the Bible48 seeks to promote interpretations of the biblical text 
from multicultural perspectives. Smith-Christopher writes, ‘multiculturalist approaches to 
textual interpretation, by intentionally seeking and encouraging reading that is consciously 
influenced by the cultural identities and experiences of the persons involved in the exegetical 
process, will result in improved readings.’49 
Similarly, Professor Musa W. Dube’s work Postcolonial Feminist Interpretation of the 
Bible50 brings her horizon as a postcolonial African woman to the text. This perspective from 
Dube’s context and social location means that she can quickly offer a strong critique of the 
mainstream interpretive Tradition and decolonise our understanding of the text. More recently, 
in 2008, Professor Tat-Siong Benny Liew has offered interpretations from his social location 
as an Asian American biblical scholar in What Is Asian American Biblical Hermeneutics?: 
Reading the New Testament.51 Throughout contextual biblical interpretation and mainstream 
interpretation, we find similar applications of Gadamer’s theory as the various horizons of the 
interpreter encounters the multiple horizons of the text.52 
These applications of Gadamer’s hermeneutical theory have opened up new insights 
into the interpretation of the text. They have perceived the text from another perspective by 
including who they are as ethnic and cultural beings within specific social contexts. These new 
perspectives in biblical criticism have allowed them to offer poignant critiques of both the text 
and the dominant interpretations of the text by the biblical criticism academy. In Aotearoa New 
Zealand, Gadamer’s theory is also productive in explaining how some of the scholars have 
brought textual and cultural horizons together in dialogue with one another. 
 
 
48 Smith-Christopher, Text & Experience, 1300. 
49 Daniel Smith-Christopher, “Introduction,” in Text & Experience: Towards a Cultural Exegesis of the Text, ed. 
Smith-Christopher (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995), 22. 
50 Dube Shomanah, Postcolonial Feminist Interpretation; alsoDube Shomanah, et al., Postcolonial Perspectives. 
51 Tat-siong Benny Liew, What Is Asian American Biblical Hermeneutics? Reading the New Testament (Honolulu: 
University of Hawaiʻi Press, 2008). 
52 In 1991, Professor Rasiah S. Sugirtharajah was one of the first to publish an edited volume of intentionally 
contextual interpretations of the biblical text, titled Voices from the Margin: Interpreting the Bible in the Third 
World. This volume contained contributions from around thirty different scholars in the majority world who 
interpreted the text and approached biblical criticism using contextual based approaches. Professor Kwok Pui-lan, 
in 1995, published her book Discovering the Bible in the Non-Biblical World where she proposed new ways of 
interpreting the biblical text in dialogue with other scriptural texts in an Asian context. In 1995, Professor 
Fernando Segovia and Professor Mary Ann Tolbert published an edited volume titled Reading from this Place: 
Social Location and Biblical Interpretation in Global Perspective , the primarily biblical methodology that 
Segovia proposes is his cultural studies approach. For Segovia, this did not mean abandoning the tools and 
methods of historical, literary, and socio-cultural criticism but acknowledging and embracing one’s identity as a 





4.2.2 Gadamer and the Maaori Contextual Interpretations 
In the contemporary Maaori interpretations, the scholars draw on who they are as tangata 
whenua and their perspectives from their particular expressions in their indigenous culture 
(Tradition), ngaa mea tuku iho (the things handed down). Thus, an encounter occurs between 
the Maaori interpreters and the biblical texts. As tangata whenua, they arrive at the text with 
questions and answers from their experiences and cultural perspectives. Hence, when we look 
at the interpretations together, we see some common concerns and issues from their text 
analyses. These are the concerns and issues I identified earlier: Kaupapa Maaori, 
whanaungatanga (relationality), justice, whenua (land). However, we can also see other more 
particular expressions come through each of the authors as individuals as well, for example, in 
the way that the interpretation from Moetara parallels his own experiences of healing. We can 
see more closely this hermeneutical theory in action in the works of the Most Rev Donald 
Tamihere, Rev Dr Beverley Moana Hall-Smith, and Rev Dr Wayne Te Kaawa.53 
 
4.2.2.1 Most Rev Donald Tamihere 
The hermeneutical approach of Tamihere takes many of its principles from the ‘cultural 
exegesis’54 of Professor Daniel Smith-Christopher. In Smith-Christopher’s cultural exegesis, 
cultural bias (or cultural prejudice) is an unavoidable fact that can positively influence the 
interpretation of the biblical text. 55  Two of the main functions of cultural exegesis for 
hermeneutics are that it validates a plethora of cultural horizons (Tradition) that can fuse with 
the horizon of the text and expands the cultural horizons of the contemporary discourse. This 
expansion means that as a collective, the contemporary discourse is viewing the text’s horizon 
from a diversity of cultural perspectives instead of being forced to understand the text through 
one cultural master narrative. Methodologically, Tamihere applies various hermeneutical tools 
to the text to create a place where a potential Maaori interpretation, a Maaori cultural exegesis, 
 
53 The order of the scholars is different here in comparison with Chapter 3. In this section they follow their 
chronological order because the scholars engage increasingly in the dialogue between the horizons of the text and 
their cultural horizons. 
54 Smith-Christopher, “Introduction,” 12. Cultural exegesis is also known as ‘cross-cultural exegesis’ (Smith, 
“Cultural Studies,” 139). Smith–Christopher defines cultural exegesis as referring ‘to biblical analysis that 
intentionally draws from the cultual background and experiences of the scholar him/herself in order to suggest 
analogies to historical phenomena in biblical history, propose alternative views on the context of a biblical passage, 
or otherwise nuance an interpretation of a text and/or artifact’ (Smith, “Cultural Studies,” 138). For Tamihere, 
cultural exegesis ‘broaden[s] the base of biblical scholarship by bringing people up through their own context and 
social location as valid contributers [sic] to higher criticism’ (Tamihere, “Kua oti te tuhituhi,” 61). 




of the text becomes possible.56 
So what does the shape of the hermeneutical approach that Tamihere uses look like in 
practice? In Chapter 3, Te Mata (the face), Tamihere analyses the text using the grammatical-
linguistic tools.57 In Chapter 4, Tamihere draws in an analysis of the text using the Tradition of 
interpretation,58 that is, how the text has been interpreted throughout history. The final stage of 
analysis in this thesis, for Tamihere, is the simultaneous transposition of the interpreter’s 
culture and the culture of the text into the world of the other.59 Here, Tamihere demonstrates 
how his cultural paradigms and the text’s cultural paradigms might be culturally closer to one 
another than an analysis using western cultural paradigms. He applies two cultural concepts to 
the text,60 which arise in both the Maaori culture and the culture of the text. In doing this, 
Tamihere allows for both horizons to naturally question one another and lays the groundwork 
for a subsequent interpretation of the text to be formed by a community. 
 
4.2.2.2 Rev Dr Beverley Moana Hall-Smith 
For Hall-Smith, following reader-response theory, the meaning of a text only comes into 
existence when a reader reads that text.61 Hall-Smith argues that it is in the act of reading that 
meaning is formed. In coming to the text, drawing on Gadamer, the process of interpretation 
occurs ‘mindful of the reader’s social location.’62 Hall-Smith writes,  
In many ways then, I regard myself as carrying the affects of colonialism in my flesh 
and in my soul that constitutes me as a real flesh and blood reader. Angeline Song a 
Peranakan biblical scholar living in New Zealand, contends “a flesh and blood reader- 
interpreter is one who engages from one’s own socio-economic, politically and 
 
56 Tamihere, “Kua oti te tuhituhi,” 77–82. 
57 Tamihere, “Kua oti te tuhituhi,” 83–104. 
58 Tamihere, “Kua oti te tuhituhi,” 105–125. 
59 Tamihere, “Kua oti te tuhituhi,” 126–152. 
60 The first of these is Maunga as discussed in §3.5 (Tamihere, “Kua oti te tuhituhi,” 126–140). The second is 
ascent. Tamihere compares the ascents of Enoch (Gen 5:24) and Elijah (2 Kgs 2:11–12) and Moses’ ascent up Mt. 
Sinai with the ascents of Taanenuiaarangi (Taane) to Tikitiki-o-ngaa-rangi (the highest heaven, the twelfth heaven) 
and Taawhaki to the tenth heaven. (Tamihere, “Kua oti te tuhituhi,” 140–151). The ascent of Taane was to ‘obtain 
Nga Kete Wananga [the baskets of knowledge] for humankind’ (Tamihere, “Kua oti te tuhituhi,” 147). Taawhaki, 
on the other hand, ascended to the tenth heaven in search of his wife. During this search, Taawhaki met ‘the great 
tohunga (high priest) Tama-i-waho, who possessed all knowledge of ritual and incantation that were beneficial to 
humankind’ (Tamihere, “Kua oti te tuhituhi,” 151). After Taawhaki learns the rituals and incantations from Tama-
i-waho, he challenges Tama-i-waho. In losing the battle, ‘Tawhaki and his family’ (Tamihere, “Kua oti te tuhituhi,” 
151). are banished to the lower heavens where Taawhaki stays (Tamihere, “Kua oti te tuhituhi,” 151). 
61 Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa,” 41. 




historically conditioned location.”63 
Nevertheless, Hall-Smith characterises the dominant social location accepted and 
applied to the text as ‘white, Western, often male worlds.’64 Hence, Hall-Smith turns to reader-
response theory to enable her to ‘legitimately draw on Kaupapa Māori (Māori protocol) so that 
I, a Māori reader, am no longer caught up in Western ways of reading. Instead I am able to 
bring my own worldview to the biblical text.’65 This application of reader-response theory 
results in Hall-Smith’s formation of a ‘Māori hermeneutical framework for reading biblical 
text.’66 
Hall-Smith’s Maaori hermeneutical framework takes shape in chapters three to eight of 
her thesis. The framework is centralised on using ‘whakapapa as a cognitive framework for 
understanding the world.’67 This centralisation of whakapapa is a feature that Hall-Smith and 
Te Kaawa share in common. I will elaborate on whakapapa below. In Chapters 3 to 6, Hall-
Smith begins to weave the fundamental strands of the Maaori culture for her interpretation 
(Tradition). Specifically, Hall-Smith examines ‘four elements of worldview that are essential 
to understanding whakapapa: Atuatanga (God experiences), kaitiakitanga (stewardship), mauri 
(genealogy of life principle), tapu and noa (sacred and free from tapu).’68 These elements help 
Hall-Smith to shift the cultural perspective of biblical criticism in her thesis by outlining a 
Maaori metaphysical reality in which the contextual interpretation of the biblical text occurs. 
These elements are laid as the cultural stage for the contextual interpretation using Hall-
Smith’s whakapapa framework. Next, in Chapter 7, Hall-Smith analyses the sense and 
reference of the text and the Tradition of interpretation.69 Finally, in Chapter 8, Hall-Smith 
explicitly transposes the text from its historical and linguistic horizon into her cultural 
horizon.70 What results from this transposition is Hall-Smith’s interpretation of the text through 
her cultural paradigms, as described in the features of her interpretation (§3.6). 
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4.2.2.3 Rev Dr Wayne Te Kaawa 
In the work of Te Kaawa, I can identify the shape of the hermeneutical approach of his biblical 
interpretation in chapters two through six. In Chapter 2, Te Kaawa discloses his social location 
as a real reader and as an interested Maaori reader.71 In Chapter 3, “The Talking House of Māori 
Christological Reflection,”72 Te Kaawa begins to establish a horizon of the cultural discourse 
(Tradition). This horizon is a compilation of Maaori Christological thought from thirteen 
Maaori scholars. Chapter 4 expands the horizon of the cultural discourse, as Te Kaawa lays a 
conceptual framework for his Maaori cultural horizon.73 Thus, it is this expanded horizon that 
Te Kaawa brings into dialogue with various horizons in chapters five and six.  
In chapters 5 and 6, Te Kaawa is attentive to the horizon of the Tradition of 
interpretation.74 Te Kaawa engages his expanded cultural horizon with these other two horizons 
to enable a translocation like the two approaches above. The translocation demonstrated by Te 
Kaawa is similar to the translocation demonstrated by Hall-Smith, a translocation of the text 
into the culture. Therefore, Te Kaawa brings the text into his cultural paradigms and reads it as 
a Maaori cultural text, thereby re-signifying the signifiers in the text onto Maaori cultural 
signified concepts. Again, like Hall-Smith, overarching this process of interpretation, Te 
Kaawa applies a similar hermeneutical principle from Maaori philosophy, that of a whakapapa 
hermeneutic or whakapapa methodology through which he interprets the biblical text. 
 
4.2.3 Summary 
Gadamer’s theory helps us begin to understand what is going on between the interpreter and 
the text as the interpretive task is undertaken. In particular, Gadamer provides a good 
theoretical framework that explains what is happening when consciously contextual 
interpreters approach the biblical text. We can see this in the work of Blount, Smith-
Christopher, Dube, and Liew. This theoretical explanation carries through to what we read in 
the Maaori interpretations of the biblical text, as seen in Tamihere, Hall-Smith, and Te Kaawa. 
However, while Gadamer’s concept of Tradition allows us to explain a considerable 
amount of the historicity and contextuality of the interpreter and the text, something is missing 
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in the theory when it comes to the Maaori interpretations. Tradition is too focused on what has 
been transmitted to the interpreter and the text, whereas the Maaori interpretations are often 
more focused on who and then what. In the next section, I argue that relational hermeneutics 
allows us to theorise about hermeneutics by focusing on who we are in a relationship with and 
then concentrating on what is transmitted by Tradition. 
 
4.3 Relational Hermeneutics 
 
4.3.1 Introduction 
Relational hermeneutics argues that relationality is the basis for interpretation. It proposes that 
we find meaning in life and texts through our connectedness and relationships with the beings 
around us. Therefore, connectedness and relationships become the starting point of our 
interpretive theory and practice. To understand relational hermeneutics, I will examine its 
leading theorist, Rev Prof Upolu Vaai, and then turn to the Maaori discourse around whakapapa, 
which proposes a similar perspective from the Maaori scholarship. I will then discuss the 
presence of relational hermeneutics in Maaori interpretation, relational hermeneutics in the 
work of Rev Dr Jione Havea, and relational hermeneutics as the basis for the tauiwi 
interpretations I analysed in the introduction to this thesis (§1.5). 
4.3.2 Rev Prof Upolu Vaai 
 
4.3.2.1 Introduction 
The Reverend Professor Upolu Lumā Vaai, a Samoan theologian, is the leading theorist of 
Relational Hermeneutics. Vaai was ordained in the Methodist Church in Samoa in 1999.75 In 
2014, Vaai joined the Pacific Theological College (PTC) as the head of theology and ethics.76 
In 2019, Vaai was appointed as Principal of PTC and later awarded ‘Professor in Theology in 
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Ethics.’77 He was born in Savaii, Samoa and grew up in a farming family, and ‘from his 
experience he began to value the land, people and the culture.’78 In 2017, resulting from a 
conference on Relational Hermeneutics, Vaai and Aisake Casimira co-edited a book titled 
Relational Hermeneutics: Decolonising the Mindset and the Pacific Itulagi.79 In this book, Vaai 
writes a foundational text for understanding relational hermeneutics; “Relational Hermeneutics: 
A Return to the Relationality of the Pacific Itulagi as a Lens for Understanding and Interpreting 
Life.”80 In this section, I will discuss the key concepts, from Vaai, of itulagi and relationality, 
which form the basis for his relational hermeneutics. 
 
4.3.2.2 Itulagi (Lifeworld) 
In Relational Hermeneutics, Vaai develops a Samoan concept of the itulagi, the ‘lifeworld.’81 
The itulagi for Vaai is similar, yet more expansive than Gadamer’s concept of the historically 
effected consciousness formed by one’s contextuality and history. The word itulagi is a 
compound word derived from itu and lagi, which respectively mean ‘side’82 and ‘heaven.’83 
Itulagi, therefore, according to Vaai and Casimira, ‘literally means “side of the heavens”.’84 
Each person exists as an itu in relation to the lagi. That is, each person has their own standing 
place from which they perceive our shared reality. Concerning our shared reality, each person 
has their own unique side from which they perceive and understand that shared reality. Hence, 
although each itu is a unique standing place, they are all related together by being in one shared 
system, one shared itulagi.  
Not only is there this greater, overall itulagi in which we all exist, but each person also 
exists, themselves, as a lagi, while simultaneously being in relation to the overall lagi. As a 
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lagi, each person also, therefore, contains many different itu.85 Each of these itu, such as 
‘culture, family, religion, people, land, ancestors, ocean, language, spirits, even the tuālagi 
(universe),’86 condition and affect their itulagi. In their itulagi, they, as an itu to other lagi, also 
condition and affect these other lagi and therefore become a part of the itulagi of other beings 
and systems. This conditioning and effect of the itu on the lagi, which comprises the itulagi, 
determines, or strongly influences, how a person perceives the other subject of interpretation. 
Hence, while itulagi means side of the heavens, the idea is captured by Vaai and Casimira in 
their translation as ‘lifeworld,’87 which we might liken to one’s contextuality or historicity.88 
The differences, however, are that Vaai and Casimira focus on a wider set of aspects and the 
sense that all itulagi are inherently related to all other itulagi through their shared relationship 
as itu to the overall/ultimate lagi, thereby forming the whole itulagi. 
Every person’s perception is conditioned by their social standing, culture, ancestors, 
language, economic security, family, etc. The person’s itulagi changes the associations which 
are made and the explanations that are considered as each tries to interpret their life experiences. 
Vaai and Casimira explain it better. They write, ‘all individuals have different itu, but they 
share the same lagi that connects them. Itu is about getting in touch “with one’s context”, while 
lagi is about getting in touch “with all”.’89 
Having laid the groundwork for itulagi, Vaai and Casimira expand the concept related 
to communities of people or cultural groups. From a Samoan perspective, they argue that each 
people group is also an itu of the lagi (shared reality). Therefore, from this itulagi philosophical 
point of view, 
Itulagi affirms the fact that other people and communities also have their own 
horizons. We do not have the “Truth” (with a big T) in relation to all horizons. In the 
light of itulagi, this means that we must also be aware of and respect others’ 
perspectives and horizons of understanding. … Itulagi privileges a phenomenology of 
life and experience as well as knowledge grounded in history and context, yet, at the 
same time, it anticipates both limits and possibilities through sharing one’s lagi with 
others. (emphasis added) 90 
Methodist Minister and University of Otago PhD candidate Rev Latuivai Kioa Latu comments 
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that itulagi is about ‘knowing where I stand’91 and how that relates to the lagi. 
 
4.3.2.3 Relationality 
At a foundational level, relational hermeneutics recognises the inherent interconnectedness and 
relatedness of all beings. Everything in existence is connected to all other things.92 Therefore, 
meaning is a product of relationships, and we only form meaning in the context of relationships, 
i.e., meaning cannot exist outside the relationship. Hence, relationality is the basis of existence; 
to be is to be in relationship. This interconnectedness, however, does not merely apply to 
human beings. Vaai states, ‘there are no “things”.’93 Instead, there are only beings. Since the 
world and the universe are filled with beings, relational hermeneutics challenges the notions of 
individualism and anthropocentrism. 
Relational hermeneutics, then, critiques and deconstructs any thinking that is human-
centred, that denies the flow and dignity of the cosmic-community. Hence relational 
hermeneutics is multidimensional and cosmological. It sees the cosmic-community as 
an interconnecting and interweaving of the self, God, and the cosmos.94 
Furthermore, for Vaai, from his perspective as a Pacific person, as a Samoan, people are a 
continuation of relationships: ‘We do not create relationships. Rather, we continue 
relationships.’95 We are the present embodiment of the relationships of our ancestors. Those 
relationships that our ancestors have formed are continued in our relationships today. People 
are not atomised away from the relationships in the past but instead are inherently connected, 
responsible, and obligated by those historical relationships. 
At a fundamental level, interpretation is the formation of an understanding from an 
encounter between two (related) parties. In forming an understanding, the other relationships 
of each of the parties inform the encounter. In the process of developing mutual agreement, the 
encounter must establish a mutually understood mode of communication, and this mode of 
communication must be able to connect with the worldview and ways of thinking of both 
parties. Gadamer expressed this hermeneutical task in this way: 
But even today it is still the case that an interpreter’s task is not simply to repeat what 
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one of the partners says in the discussion he is translating, but to express what is said 
in the way that seems most appropriate to him, considering the real situation of the 
dialogue, which only he knows, since he alone knows both languages being used in 
the discussion.96 
However, Vaai explains this through relationship, not the situation of dialogue. He does this 
by drawing on the often-used Greek mythological story of Hermes, the messenger of the Gods, 
who was tasked with conveying messages between the Gods and humanity.97 Vaai writes, 
[Hermes] worked in the “in-between” to interpret the messages of the gods to the 
people and vice versa. But this interpretive activity was not a mere repetition or a 
straightforward transmission of the message without modification. Hermes’ role was 
to foster genuine understanding of the message. For this reason, he had to creatively 
“reproduce” the message and put it into the people’s language in order to relate and 
connect it to their context and culture. 
In this sense, the people were involved in the search for meaning to construct 
knowledge and understanding. This relationship, connection and productive role of 
the itulagi-bound person is important in hermeneutics.98 
From Vaai’s explanation, we can determine that relational hermeneutics recognises that 
relationships are fundamental for hermeneutics, and it is out of a relationship that interpretation 
and understanding are formed. Therefore, it stands to reason that Hermes must have had an 
intimate enough relationship with the gods and the people to understand the original messages 
and interpret for each party accurately. By understanding these messages through relationships, 
he can interpret these messages to the corresponding party to understand and respond. 
Just as the analysis of the story of Hermes by Vaai demonstrates the fundamental 
necessity of relationship in interpretation, so too must we recognise that relationship is a key 
to understanding and interpretation of one another and the biblical text. Vaai’s illustration also 
demonstrates that closer and more intimate relationships can produce a higher level of mutual 
understanding. Had Hermes not had such a personal relationship with the gods or with the 
people, he would not have been able to deliver and interpret the messages in a way that each 
party understood. Without a relationship, the whole exercise of interpretation is not possible. 
Without a mutual relationship, the activity of interpretation is vulnerable to misunderstanding. 
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Hence, Vaai expands what he means by relationality in the Pacific: 
In the Pacific itulagi, relationality is the hermeneutical key. This is the interpretive 
key to life and wellbeing. Holistic relationship is often the underpinning factor that 
shapes the Pacific perspective of doing things in extended families, the lens we use in 
decision-making in the village, and the horizon we employ in approaching life in any 
activity, such as fishing, planting, weaving, and so forth.99 
I think that this focus on relationality from Vaai challenges the current hermeneutical 
discourse to re-understand how the relationality of the interpreter influences their interpretation 
of the text. It is not only the contextuality of the interpreter that engages with the text to reveal 
the unjustified and justified prejudices, but the interpreter exists in relationships (to varying 
levels of intimacy and distance) with the rest of the universe. By dialoguing with these 
relationships,100 we can reveal a much broader scope of unjustified and justified prejudices. 
There is also a particular imperative in Vaai’s approach to engage in interpretive 
discourse willingly and openly with the people with whom we co-inhabit this world. It is, 
therefore, of even greater significance for us to engage with the living people who are present 
around us, the people with whom we live in the same geographical area, country, and society. 
The impetus on us from relational hermeneutics is to make room for one another ‘through the 
spirit of hospitality, dialogue, sensibility, vulnerability and risk. And [appreciate] how one’s 
horizon of understanding is widened and or changed by the encounter with something or 
someone opposite, new or unfamiliar.’101 Being in a relationship with another person pushes us 
to make room for one another to develop that relationship to know each other better. 
 
4.3.2.4 Relationality in Wider Interpretive Practice 
We can observe some of this relational approach to biblical criticism in the article by the 
Reverend Dr Jione Havea, “Diaspora Contexted: Talanoa, Reading, and Theologizing, as 
Migrants.”102 Havea is a Tongan research fellow at Trinity Methodist Theological College. In 
2000, Havea earned his PhD in biblical studies from Southern Methodist University for his 
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doctoral dissertation, “Keep your vow: a transtextual reading of Numbers 30.”103 Havea, in 
writing “Diaspora Contexted,” writes as a Tongan migrant living in Australia. 
It is out of a relational philosophy that Rev Dr Jione Havea challenges the sufficiency 
of contextual interpretation for migrant scholars. Through a relational understanding, Havea 
recognises that he is a foreigner in someone else’s land. Consequently, as he approaches 
biblical criticism, one of his leading questions is to consider whose land is he in. 104  He 
concludes that he is in the lands of the indigenous Australian people, the ‘“First Peoples” of 
Australia’105 or ‘First Australians.’106 
In recognition of this relational reality, Havea asks what fruits indigenous Australian 
cultures might offer to the biblical text.107 Havea believes if contextual interpretation is merely 
limited to asking how the foreign biblical text is relevant in a particular context or how a culture 
can be used to transmit the same meaning from the biblical text, then the contextual approach 
is insufficient.108 He writes, ‘the irony is that contextual thinkers tend to expect the fruits in the 
new context to be the same as the fruits in the first context. When this does not happen, the 
context is trimmed and squeezed to produce the “right fruits.”’109 
Instead, Havea argues that as the non-indigenous people in the land, migrants, as 
contextual interpreters, need also become cross-cultural. Rather than mapping a culture around 
a foreign text, the biblical text, and cutting away from the culture those things that are difficult 
for the biblical text, it is the biblical text that should be mapped around the culture to ‘respect 
the land, respect the context, with their local wisdom and rich customs.’110  
It would be respectful for migrants to Australia to ask if the First Australians invited 
and/or welcomed us. There are processes for gaining residence and/or citizen status in 
Australia, but it is not clear how those honor the ways and interests of First 
Australians. What expectations of the First Australians do we meet? Whose interests 
do we serve in migrating to Australia? What is the impact of speaking of Australia, 
home of First Peoples, as part of the Pacific (and Asian) Diaspora? Are we not, 
thereby, rubbing salt into the wounds of First Australians, who live in Diaspora at 
home? Have Pacific islanders forgotten that our home islands, which were “new 
homes” for our migrating ancestors, were the Pacific Diaspora? These questions are 
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invitations for further talanoa.111 
Havea’s work is significant because he applies the relational hermeneutic to a context 
in which he is a foreigner. Through the application of this relational hermeneutic, by which 
Havea makes connections with First Australians, the interpretation of the biblical text that he 
can offer becomes grounded in the context where he lives. Therefore, Havea’s interpretation is 
contexted112 rather than context-less or context-negligent. The implication of this is that the 
interpretation Havea offers becomes particular to his place in the world as a Tongan migrant 
reading the biblical text in the land of Australia. 
What we encounter in the tauiwi engagements with Maaori (§1.5) from Andrew 
(§1.5.2), McKinlay (§1.5.3), and Vakaʻuta (§1.5.4) can be explained through Vaai’s relational 
hermeneutics, and Havea’s contexted reading. In these interpretive works, all of the scholars 
are grappling with these more significant questions around their relationship with Maaori as 
tauiwi people in Aotearoa New Zealand; how these relationships affect the questions they pose 
to the text; and how these relationships affect the interpretations they are producing. In the 
works I have engaged with, each of these scholars is beginning to grapple with that question 
from relational hermeneutics and Havea’s work, that is, what does it mean to be related or 
contexted in this place, and how do we read the text from that perspective? This alternative 
focus to their work results in their interpretations becoming more particular to Aotearoa New 
Zealand. It demonstrates some of the ongoing dialogue between the different perspectives 
through which we might encounter the text. 
4.3.3 Maaori Discourse 
 
4.3.3.1 Introduction 
If we look towards Aotearoa New Zealand, we also see a strong emphasis on relationality for 
tangata whenua. As we saw in the contemporary Maaori biblical interpretive tradition, the 
relationship between characters in the narratives was a prominent feature in analysing the 
biblical text. Whakapapa113 is a principal relational concept as we consider Kaupapa Maaori 
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research and biblical interpretation. A simple translation of whakapapa is genealogy. However, 
as whakapapa is expanded upon in maatauranga Maaori (Maaori knowledge), we quickly find 
that whakapapa is exceedingly richer than a western notion of family history; whakapapa maps 
out the interrelatedness of all existence. This section will outline the concept of whakapapa 
from Kaupapa Maaori research and the biblical research of Rev Dr Beverley Moana Hall-Smith 
and Rev Dr Wayne Te Kaawa, who both use whakapapa as a hermeneutical tool. I will then 
discuss the presence and influence of whakapapa in the works of Rev Dr Henare Tate, Rev 
Simon Moetara and Glen Tupuhi, and the Most Rev Donald Tamihere. 
 
4.3.3.2 Whakapapa 
Associate Professor Georgina Tuari Stewart of Ngaati Kura, an education theorist, 
demonstrates that Maaori philosophy contains a similar understanding to that of Vaai and 
relational hermeneutics concerning the relationality of the person. Relationality is foundational 
to all of life. In Stewart’s work, the concept of whakapapa encapsulates relationality. For 
Maaori, Stewart explains, everything is about whakapapa: 
Māori ideas about the world thus centre on whakapapa … Whakapapa is a master 
concept in Māori philosophy because it not only structures the content of knowledge 
about the world but also provides an ethical framework based on kinship with/in the 
world. 
Stewart, therefore, explains to us that ‘Whatever else may make us different from other 
people and unique as individuals, we are all descendants of Ranginui [sky father] and 
Papatūānuku [earth mother], all inhabitants of one world, our spaceship planet Earth.’114 To 
help us further understand the all-encompassing nature of whakapapa, Stewart draws an 
analogy of her understanding of whakapapa using fishing imagery. Stewart writes, 
‘Whakapapa is rather like each person being a knot within a large and ever-expanding 
metaphorical fishing net of connections.’115 Consequentially, no matter how distant, even the 
knots on the opposite sides of the net are connected. Hence, Stewart agrees with education and 
health expert Dr Cherryl Waerea‐i‐te‐rangi Smith,116 of Ngaati Apa, Whanganui, Te Aitanga a 
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Hauiti, and Ngaai Tumapuhiarangi, who describes the foundational tenets of a Maaori 
worldview as 
1. The view that everything in existence is connected and related. 
2. The belief that all things are living. 
3. The belief that unseen worlds can be mediated by the human. All those are 
called ‘unseen’ in English, they are ‘seen’ worlds in Maori.117 
We can also see how whakapapa is fully integrated into research methodology for those such 
as Professor Leonie Pihama. Here, we see that whakapapa is central for research. Pihama writes, 
Whakapapa as a key element in Kaupapa Māori theory requires us to explore 
relationships, how they are played out, how power is constructed within those 
relationships, and the layers of knowledge that are a part of those relationships.118 
Whakapapa, for Pihama, functions in at least two ways. First, from exploring and 
analysing these relational dynamics, Kaupapa Maaori theory forms maatauranga Maaori 
(Maaori knowledge).119 However, whakapapa is not only about the formation of knowledge but 
also the preservation of maatauranga Maaori.120  Second, in recognising how maatauranga 
Maaori is preserved in whakapapa, we can see that whakapapa also acts to critically filter and 
refine vast amounts of knowledge over successive generations. Thus, for Pihama, the 
relationality focus of whakapapa, maatauranga Maaori, and Kaupapa Maaori theory directly 
conflicts with Western ways of knowing and doing, which centre individualisation.121 
Whakapapa (genealogy) is also a central hermeneutical approach, which we see in the 
interpretive works of Rev Dr Beverley Moana Hall-Smith and Rev Dr Wayne Te Kaawa. 
Whakapapa for Hall-Smith is essential to Maaori identity for a plurality of reasons. 122 
Whakapapa establishes the person’s fundamental identity in the community and the community 
in the person; it is also what connects the person and community into the world around them.123 
Through whakapapa, a person understands how to relate in the world and how to understand 
and act out of their relational position relative to their ancestors, family, community, land, and 
faith. 
Hall-Smith likens whakapapa to Maaori flax weaving, whereby the ‘backbone holding 
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a kete (flax basket) together’124 provides an understanding of how whakapapa works in the 
world. 
Whakapapa, provides a spiritual connection for a person to their tribe, ancestors, land 
and Atua (God). Through whakapapa this multiplicity of threads is woven together, 
gathering individuals and created beings into a whole.125 
The significance of whakapapa is the realization of one’s identity. It is the backbone 
to a powerful source that belongs to each individual through the connections of 
evolution. Whakapapa helps us make sense of our world and allows us to explain 
where we have come from and where we are going.126 
Whakapapa, therefore, for Hall-Smith, becomes the basis for her hermeneutical 
approach throughout her thesis.  
Te Kaawa explains whakapapa through its application in the karanga (calling) as his 
mother, Millie Amiria Te Kaawa (Ngaati Tuwharetoa, Ngaati Awa, Ngaai Tuhoe), taught and 
demonstrated to him. In one aspect of the karanga, the two kaikaranga (callers) call to one 
another and begin to weave together the two peoples, the tangata whenua (people of the land) 
and the manuhiri (guests, visitors), through their relationships with one another. The 
kaikaranga are the first voices in the poowhiri (welcoming rite) who begin to establish how the 
two peoples are related to one another. This act of relational weaving through the karanga 
weaves together ‘the people you represent, both living and dead and the visitors at your 
marae.’127 Te Kaawa continues, 
Between the two kaikaranga they would start weaving the genealogical relationships 
between host and visitor by identifying who their respective tupuna (ancestors), hapū 
(sub-tribe) and marae (gathering place) were. The identified connections would be 
further developed by the male orators where common ancestors and histories would 
be elaborated on.128 
This understanding of one’s relationship with people, communities, land, rivers, and mountains 
is integral to one’s individual and community identity. 
Whakapapa is at the core of the Māori world; it is the anchor that remains planted in 
the earth while the world around it is characterised by constant change. Whakapapa 
records, preserves, transmits and maps relationships between people and the world 
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that they live in physically and spiritually.129 
Whakapapa and relationality come through very strongly in Rev Dr Henare Tate’s work 
(§3.2).130 In his work, we read of the dynamic interrelatedness of all things with one another.131 
In this dynamic interrelatedness, Tate draws us to understand the multidimensional effects of 
relationships between beings and the holistic impact of positive and negative actions within 
those relationships. 132  Through relationality, for Tate, we can analyse and understand our 
empirical and experienced reality at a deeper level. 
In the work of Rev Simon Moetara and Glen Tupuhi, whakapapa changes the questions 
and focus of the interpretation (§3.4). 133  The story of Joseph and his brothers in this 
interpretation is not so much focused on how God saves Israel from famine through Joseph. 
Instead, the focus is on the journey of healing experienced by Joseph and his brothers as they 
reconcile from a relationship of violent alienation and trauma.134 In the retelling and editing of 
the history between Joseph and his brothers, they can redefine the relationship between them.135 
We can read the influence of whakapapa in Chapter 5, “Te Ritenga: The “Resemblances” 
of the Text,”136 from the Most Rev Donald Tamihere, where he draws the biblical concepts into 
conversation with similar Maaori ideas (§3.5). Tamihere draws on his identity as Ngaati Porou 
and all of the relationships held by Ngaati Porou.137 This identity and these relationships allow 
him to bring his relationship with Hikurangi maunga (mountain) into conversation with the 
relationship between Israel and Mount Sinai.138 
As we consider relational hermeneutics in Aotearoa New Zealand, we see a very similar 
understanding of relationship and relationality in the knowledge and practice of whakapapa for 
Maaori. We see an equal emphasis on the interconnectedness of all life and all beings. This 
emphasis is practically demonstrated in events of encounter where two groups look toward 
history and recognise how the two groups are related to one another. In whakapapa, we also 
notice how this sense of relationality connects people with their ancestral lands and intertwines 
the identities of that ancestral land and the people. Here too, we see that the descendants are a 
continuation of their ancestral relationships. 
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Relational hermeneutics draws our attention to how relationships form who we are as people 
and the role of relationships in forming understanding and meaning. In Vaai’s work, we are 
implored to recognise the inherently interconnected nature of the world around us. Though we 
may view something from different perspectives, our perspectives are related to one another 
because we are related. Hence, relational hermeneutic implores us to make room for and 
include the perspectives of one another so that we can both widen and deepen our 
understanding of the world around us. As we look to Aotearoa New Zealand, the indigenous 
concept of whakapapa demonstrates a similar experience of relationality. Whakapapa is more 
than mere genealogy, but a relational map that tells us how we are related to one another and a 
way of passing on the stories of our relationship from generation to generation. Whakapapa is 
a central concept in the interpretive work of the Maaori biblical scholars, which allows the 
scholars to ask questions from another perspective and answer those questions by analysing 
the relationships in the text and the relationships in their lives. 
 
4.4 Chapter Summary 
While outsider interpretations of the biblical text have continued to be marginalised by the 
academy, the hermeneutical theory from Gadamer allows us to understand the legitimacy of 
their biblical interpretations and the actual shape and character of the mainstream biblical 
interpretations. Gadamer’s theory explains that all interpretation is necessarily contextual 
because of our historically effected consciousness which enables us to interpret the text. 
Whereas Gadamer understands the formation of the historically effected consciousness through 
the influence of Tradition, Vaai argues that relationality plays a much more fundamental role 
in shaping who we are and how we come to understand the reality in which we exist. 
Relational hermeneutics encourages us to draw upon these relationships as we enter the 
process of interpretation. Through these relationships, we can understand from our perspective 
and make room to understand from the perspective of our other partners too, be they the text, 
the historical-sociological context of the text, those in our communities, those in our wider 
localities, and or the world around us. Relational hermeneutics emphasises that dialogue takes 




and towards depending on the perspectives of our partners. Similarly, whakapapa hermeneutics 
draws our attention to our relationships with one another and the identity and place of one 
another. 
This chapter has primarily focused on the hermeneutical approaches of Gadamer, Vaai, 
and the Maaori discourse from an ideological perspective. However, the reality of relationships 
is much more complicated. Especially as we come to consider the relationship between two 
cultural groups in one locality, this comes to a head as we turn our attention to the nature of 
the relationship between Maaori and Paakehaa in Aotearoa New Zealand (§2.3) and the 
complications that might come with intercultural engagement within the context of systemic, 
violent settler colonisation perpetrated by Paakehaa. In the next chapter, I will consider this 
question: How can we engage around the meaning of the biblical text together when the 




Chapter 5: Partner-centred Hermeneutic 
 
5.1 Introduction 
In the previous chapter, I discussed some of the hermeneutical developments from Hans-Georg 
Gadamer, to Rev Prof Upolu Vaai, to the emerging Maaori hermeneutical discourse. In the 
work of Vaai and the Maaori hermeneutical discourse, I found a substantial shift in focus away 
from the interpreter as an individual or merely a product of a system. Instead, Vaai and the 
Maaori hermeneutical discourse were firmly focused on the relationality of the interpreter as 
being fundamental to their interpretation of the world around us and of the text. 
This chapter will address one of the critical issues that was not considered by Gadamer, 
Vaai, or the Maaori hermeneutic discourse I have discussed. Dialogue is impeded by relational 
inequity. When the relationship between the discourse partners is inequitable, the horizons of 
understanding cannot fuse to form mutual agreement. Instead, one of the horizons of 
understanding dominates the conversation or makes itself invulnerable to the questions and 
answers from the other horizon.  
After considering the inequitable relationships in discourse and having already 
discussed the place of Paakehaa in Aotearoa New Zealand (§2.4), I will suggest that there is an 
imperative for Paakehaa to recommit to the terms that were agreed to in Te Tiriti by our 
representative, the Crown, and recommit to our partnership with Maaori. The violations that 
have been perpetrated are yet to be redressed,1 and the partnership is yet to be reconciled. 
Suppose Paakehaa desire to engage with Maaori around the meaning of the biblical text in this 
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place. In that case, Paakehaa must begin by recommitting to Te Tiriti partnership and restoring 
our broken relationship. 
This recommitment to the Tiriti partnership commits to a new relational reality between 
Maaori and Paakehaa while being bound by our current relational reality. 2  In a sense, it 
provides a trajectory for our lives and work to aim towards while we support, advocate, and 
make changes to the reality in which we currently live. As it relates to biblical criticism, I argue 
that our recommitment to the Tiriti partnership leads us to a partner-centred hermeneutic. In 
this hermeneutic, we centre our partner’s perspective, concerns, and issues in the interpretive 
process. By centring our interpretation on our partner’s perspective, concerns, and issues, we 
de-centre and critique our perspective, concerns, and issues. Finally, after explaining the 
partner-centred hermeneutic, I propose a possible method for interpreting the text using this 
hermeneutic. This method comprises three inter-related parts: the partner-centred framework 
for further understanding, a historical-critical analysis of the text, a critique of that historical-
critical analysis by the partner-centred framework considering the text’s meaning in this place. 
 
5.2 Inequitable Horizons 
 
5.2.1 Inequitable Horizons 
While every person has a horizon of understanding, not all are self-aware of their own horizon. 
This lack of awareness results in the person ‘not see[ing] far enough and hence over-valu[ing] 
what is nearest to [them].’3 This inability to see causes the person to become dominated by 
their prejudices because they cannot understand the relative significance of the things within 
their horizon. This problem becomes particularly evident in Gadamer’s discussion around the 
‘closed horizon’4 (although there are no genuinely closed horizons). Gadamer describes the 
closed horizon as an attempt by the interpreter to ‘[detach themselves] from the continuing 
effect of the tradition in which [they have their] historical reality.’5 In a closed horizon, the 
partner attempts to opt out of their reality as a person within their place and time in history and 
instead try to view the historical events as an entity outside of history. Once again, this 
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proposition of the closed horizon is an impossibility. In Gadamer’s words, 
Is the horizon of one’s own present time ever closed in this way, and can a historical 
situation be imagined that has this kind of closed horizon? … Just as the individual is 
never simply an individual because he is always in understanding with others, so too 
the closed horizon that is supposed to enclose a culture is an abstraction. The 
historical movement of human life consists in the fact that it is never absolutely bound 
to any one standpoint, and hence can never have a truly closed horizon. The horizon 
is, rather, something into which we move and that moves with us. Horizons change 
for a person who is moving. Thus the horizon of the past, out of which all human life 
lives and which exists in the form of tradition, is always in motion. The surrounding 
horizon is not set in motion by historical consciousness. But in it this motion becomes 
aware of itself.6 
This stance of closing one’s horizon to the discourse partner also removes the closed 
horizon from the realm of possible critique. This removal from critique is particularly 
problematic because it reduces the discourse even further to a monologue or an interrogation 
in which only one side can ask questions of the other. The consequence of this decision is that 
the partner horizon is reduced to an object of study rather than the ideal of being held as a 
relational Thou, a dialogical partner. What is reached is not understanding per se but the 
interpreter’s particular perception of an object. This objectification of the Thou is a relational 
inequity. 
Moreover, in attempting to close their horizon, the interpreter consequently becomes 
dominated by their own prejudices. This closed horizon further precludes the possibility of 
dialogue with the partner because the interpreter’s prejudices dominate the whole discourse. 
Instead of seeking to understand the perspective of the discourse partner, the interpreter is 
captive to their preconceived notion of the superiority of their current understanding and 
perspective. Hence, whatever questions the discourse partner poses toward the interpreter’s 
horizon are dismissed. This dismissal is because they are perceived as arising from an inferior 
view of reality. Thus, once again, instead of forming a mutual understanding, the potential for 
dialogue is undermined by the belittling and objectification of the discourse partner, thereby 
creating another relational inequity. 
 
 




5.2.2 Inequitable Horizons in Aotearoa New Zealand 
Dr Jenny Te Paa-Daniel, of the Te Rarawa iwi (tribe), a far northern tribe in the North Island 
of Aotearoa New Zealand, is a Mihinare (Maaori Anglican)7 theologian. Te Paa-Daniel is the 
first Maaori person to earn an undergraduate degree in theology (1992).8 In 1995, she went on 
to earn a Master’s in Education. In 2001, Te Paa-Daniel earned a PhD from the Graduate 
Theological Union; her dissertation was titled “Contestations: Bicultural Theological 
Education in Aotearoa New Zealand.”9 In 1992, Te Paa-Daniel was appointed as a lecturer at 
Te Rau Kahikatea College (the theological college for Te Piihopatanga o Aotearoa). After four 
years, Te Paa-Daniel was appointed Te Ahorangi (Dean) of Te Rau Kahikatea College.10 Her 
appointment as Te Ahorangi also meant that Te Paa-Daniel was ‘the first woman, the first lay 
woman, the first Maori woman’11 to be appointed Dean of an Anglican theological college. 
Following her tenure at Te Rau Kahikatea, Te Paa-Daniel became Co-director of Ohaki 
Consultancy, a firm that provided consultancy in ‘Higher and Theological Education nationally 
and internationally.’12 In 2014, she was a Visiting Professor at the Church Divinity School of 
the Pacific in California.13 Having now retired, Te Paa-Daniel has become Te Mareikura at the 
University of Otago National Centre for Peace and Conflict Studies; ‘the term [Mareikura], 
meaning “woman visionary”, is a role providing guidance, leadership, and wisdom as the 
Centre journeys to partnership with Tangata Whenua [people of the land].’14 In 2018, Te Paa-
Daniel wrote a paper on hermeneutics for Colonialism and the Bible: Contemporary 
Reflections from the Global South, titled “Bible and Colonization: Aotearoa New Zealand.”15 
It is from this paper that we will begin our discussion. 
In Te Paa-Daniel’s chapter, she reproduces her earlier work from her 2007 address to 
the General Synod Hermeneutics Hui for the Anglican Church in Aotearoa, New Zealand and 
Polynesia. In this address, Te Paa-Daniel recounts her own experience of the transformation in 
her biblical hermeneutics from being a ‘natural literalist’16 to 
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… recognize [the biblical text] to contain errors of history and of science and, 
moreover, to contain much that is contradictory in matters of belief and morality. I 
also recognize the tremendous disadvantage accruing to indigenous peoples as a result 
of the burden of monolingual and monocultural interpretation and teaching over the 
centuries.17 
For Te Paa-Daniel, biblical interpretation has for a long time been a tradition that has 
been dominated ‘by those with the Bible in one hand, a surveying kit in the other, and that 
especially nasty looking cassock now emblazoned with the words “homophobic patriarchy now 
rules”.’18 This dominating ideology in biblical interpretation has led to the oppression of the 
holistic Christian identity, which ‘has been so humanly perverted in the past by the politics at 
least of race, gender, class, and now human sexuality.’19 Hence, some dimensions of Te Paa-
Daniel’s interpretive theory challenge the narratives of oppression in interpretation and 
promote the co-equal flourishing of all people through new life-giving narratives. 
Te Paa-Daniel observes a similar problem to that which Gadamer, Vaai, Havea and Lau 
(§1.2), and Segovia (§1.2, 4.1) have recognised. This problem is the unfettered nature of 
ideological prejudice upon biblical interpretation under the guise of the objective and 
disinterested interpreter-construct. These theories of interpretation do not require the 
interpreter to critically confront the consciousness and validity of their pre-understanding. 
Therefore, the understanding produced from their interpretation continues to perpetuate the 
commonly held and unchallenged ideologies and narratives of their contextuality and 
relationality. The perverse nature of this interpretive theory is in its oppressive imposition upon 
all other possible ways of interpreting the biblical text. 
Rev Dr Wayne Te Kaawa describes his experience as a theological student at the tertiary 
level in 1995. He recalls ‘being the sole Māori enrolled in many theological papers’ and that 
‘at times this became an unpleasant experience due to the invisibility of Māori staff, students 
and curriculum content.’20  Rev Dr Te Kaawa recalls how Maaori and Pacific theological 
understandings were consistently undermined and marginalised by default during his studies. 
He explains,  
When Aotearoa New Zealand did rate a mention, it was Pākehā (European New 
Zealand) theology that was offered as Māori and Pacific countries allegedly did not 
have sufficient breadth and depth in their native language or thought to hold a 
theological or philosophical conversation. This statement was made during a lecture 
 
17 Te Paa-Daniel, “Bible and Colonization,” 206. 
18 Te Paa-Daniel, “Bible and Colonization,” 207–8. 
19 Te Paa-Daniel, “Bible and Colonization,” 207. 




in my first year of theology at Otago University.21 
We hear a similar story if we sit and listen to the experience and reflections of Rev Dr 
Beverley Moana Hall-Smith.  
In hindsight I realise it is the tribal stories that remind us of our history as well as our 
ancestors’ struggles within the history of colonial oppression and of racial ideologies 
that identified Māori as inferior. Their struggles were unrelenting as they continued to 
experience the devastating effects of colonial violence. At every level in society 
Māori were ignored and denied on the basis of their apparent inferiority and as a 
means to achieve assimilation. This historically entrenched mindset is the root cause 
of the oppression of Māori people.22 
However, instead of assimilating, as predestined by the academy, Hall-Smith describes her 
journey of being liberated from the oppression of the colonial ideology in scholarship. She 
writes, 
During my five years studying theology and grappling with a Western theological 
model of God I realised that this model did not resonate with what I was seeking, 
namely, a tupuna (ancestor) Māori knowing of God. Out of this experience and deep 
reflection I became convinced that biblical scholarship drawn from typical Western 
approaches remains problematic for the ordinary Māori reader.23 
It is in this context of this hermeneutical problem that Te Paa-Daniel responds by poignantly 
asking us, ‘How do we share our individual discernments with others without being 
overwhelmed or silenced, without feeling or risking a 21st-century experience of a complete 
loss of legitimacy?’24 
Te Paa-Daniel’s envisioned hermeneutical approach focuses on interpretation in 
interpersonal relationships and intercultural relationships. These relationships, for Te Paa-
Daniel, are exemplary of the gatekeeping erected around so-called legitimate and valid forms 
of biblical interpretation. Therefore, the chief concerns for Te Paa-Daniel in her hermeneutical 
approach arise from her Christian faith. It is the trajectory illustrated by Christian eschatology 
that should lead our hermeneutical discussion. 
It is the horizon of blessed eternity which should bring us back time and again to 
conversation with each other as sisters and brothers, as Christians, who speak always 
 
21 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 1. 
22 Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa,” 20. 
23 Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa,” 10. 




in love and with infinite respect.25 
Instead of focusing upon and in the process unduly valorizing the culturally based 
identity difference we post-colonials have grown habituated into doing, we must find 
within ourselves something of that Pauline impulse for identity transcendence. In this 
way we might then begin anew to firstly see ourselves as utterly dependent upon the 
quality of our relationships in Christ with one another.26 
Like Vaai, therefore, Te Paa-Daniel leads us back to recognising the co-equal humanity. 
This understanding of what it is we all share in common becomes the context for interpretation 
and mutual understanding. In coming to one another by way of our commonality, Te Paa-
Daniel, working from a Christian ethic, argues that love and respect should lead our discussion 
with one another. Te Paa-Daniel identifies that our understanding of the reality of love has been 
focused on the disembodied eschatological hope for too long. Instead, Te Paa-Daniel calls for 
our knowledge to become re-embodied in the reality of our shared love for one another.27 
In Hall-Smith’s work, we can see the protest of Maaori scholars who have asserted the 
recognition of their co-equality. Hall-Smith rejected the privileged ideology of the academy 
and produced ‘the first ever PhD presented by a Māori scholar working in biblical 
hermeneutics.’ 28  As already noted, this PhD is entitled, “Whakapapa (genealogy), a 
hermeneutical framework for reading biblical texts: A Māori woman encounters rape and 
violence in Judges 19–21.”29 We can also see it in the work of Rev Dr Te Kaawa, who has 
rejected this racist ideology (wrongly) knitted into theological studies in the academy. In 2020, 
he earned his PhD for his thesis “Re-visioning Christology through a Māori lens.” Here, he 
writes,  
Changing this reality [of the marginalisation of Maaori and Pacific language and 
understanding in theology] and raising the visibility of Māori theology while inspiring 
more Māori people to pursue theological study at under-graduate and post-graduate 
level has also been a personal goal in this doctoral journey.30 
It is through recognising the co-equal humanity in our dialogue partners that we become 
able to enter dialogue with them. Such a dialogue can discuss and critique the differences and 
diversities because its foundation is our commonality (as opposed to our differences). This 
focus on our co-equal humanity is itself built upon a shared love and respect for one another. 
 
25 Te Paa-Daniel, “Bible and Colonization,” 209. 
26 Te Paa-Daniel, “Bible and Colonization,” 208. 
27 Te Paa-Daniel, “Bible and Colonization,” 209–10. 
28 Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa,” 47n.162. 
29 Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa.” 




This is a love and respect that will move hermeneutics away from its obsession with differences, 
which leads to exclusion, thereby moving hermeneutics toward the ideal place of equitable 
dialogue. This equitable dialogue, as a result of shared love and respect, enables us to include 
and understand one another. Therefore, as Te Paa-Daniel is interested in, 
… seeking for ways of enabling the unimagined hermeneutical and theological riches 
which might yet be brought into the mutually healing and empowering sunlight of a 
transformed, genuinely welcoming and confidently inclusive theological academy.31 
 
5.2.3 Summary 
Biblical criticism, like the rest of the academy and society, is culpable for nurturing and 
maintaining a place that excludes those outside the norms of the guild. However, we do not 
have the right to exclude our sisters and brothers from all walks of life from speaking and 
sharing their unique perspectives concerning the text. Furthermore, the reality is that our sisters 
and brothers are already in the academy and are already sharing their perspectives on the 
meaning of the text. 
In light of this reality, Dr Jione Havea poses a confronting challenge to the mainstream 
centre of biblical criticism.32 The challenge for the mainstream is not only to continue to be 
demographically inclusive but also to interact and engage with the research of the scholars who 
are being included in the discipline. He writes, ‘The crucial question is not just Can the 
subaltern speak?, which expects subaltern subjects to speak our (dominant) language, but Can 
we understand the subaltern-talk?, in which we give ourselves to the languages of the 
subaltern.’33 This ability to understand is the central question of this thesis as we consider how 
Paakehaa might engage meaningfully with Maaori around the interpretation of a text. Our 
academy is enriched by the inclusion of Maaori in scholarship, but are we choosing to 
understand what our Partner says? 
 
 
31 Te Paa-Daniel, “Bible and Colonization,” 209–10. 
32 Jione Havea, “'Unu'unu ki he loloto, Shuffle Over into the Deep, into Island-spaced Reading,” in Still at the 
Margins: Biblical Scholarship Fifteen Years after Voices from the Margin, ed. Sugirtharajah (London: T & T 
Clark, 2008). 




5.3 Recommitment to Te Tiriti Partnership 
 
5.3.1 Introduction 
Te Tiriti (§2.3.3) is foundational to understanding who Paakehaa are in Aotearoa New Zealand, 
and fundamental to the relationship between Maaori and Paakehaa (§2.3). Nevertheless, 
unfortunately, the history of this partnership also shows us that we (Paakehaa) have violated 
this partnership repeatedly (§2.3.1). Hence, as foundational to our self-understanding and 
fundamental to our relationship with Maaori, for Paakehaa to live in the fullness of who we are 
in Aotearoa New Zealand, we (Paakehaa) must continue to recommit to our Tiriti partnership 
(though this recommitment is not the norm for many Paakehaa). This recommitment then flows 
into the biblical criticism that we include in the discourse and the type of academic discipline 
that we form in Aotearoa New Zealand. 
It is easy to say “honour the Tiriti,” but it is more difficult to practice. Due to the current 
relational reality, a relationality of inequity, recommitting to our Tiriti partnership possesses 
the potential to merely become an exercise in ‘false generosity,’34 recolonisation, and or neo-
colonisation. Because of the wholly corrupting nature of colonialism, we, Paakehaa (like other 
oppressor groups), are susceptible to giving the appearance of supporting the liberation of 
Maaori from our oppression (for our own benefit) while simultaneously subjugating Maaori to 
another form of oppression. 
However, recommitment to our Te Tiriti partnership enables the possibility of equitable 
relationships and equitable dialogue. This recommitment also promotes equitable dialogue 
about the interpretation of the biblical text, the focus of this thesis. I am arguing for Paakehaa 
to live in the fullness of who we are in Aotearoa New Zealand. We need to change the centre 
of our attention. We must move the centre of our attention away from ourselves and onto our 
Tiriti partners. So too, in biblical criticism, we (Paakehaa) scholars, reading the biblical text in 
 
34 Freire, Pedagogy, 21. ‘Only power that springs from the weakness of the oppressed will be sufficiently strong 
to free both [the oppressed and oppressor]. Any attempt to “soften” the power of the oppressor in deference to the 
weakness of the oppressed almost always manifests itself in the form of false generosity; indeed, the attempt never 
goes beyond this. In order to have the continued opportunity to express their “generosity”, which is nourished by 
death, despair, and poverty. That is why its dispensers become desperate at the slightest threat to the source of 
that false generosity. True generosity consists precisely in fighting to destroy the causes which nourish false 
charity. False charity constrains the fearful and subdued, the “rejects of life”, to extend their trembling hands. 
Real generosity lies in striving so that those hands – whether of individuals or entire peoples – need be extended 
less and less in supplication, so that more and more they become human hands which work and, by working, 




this land, must move the centre of our sole focus away from the author, the historical context, 
the text, and ourselves and instead re-centre our approach on our Tiriti partner. 
In the hope of mitigating that susceptibility to recolonise, I think there are five key 
features of recommitting to our Tiriti partnership that will determine whether our relationship 
will live into a partnership and whether this partnership will sustain critical dialogue. These 
features are: living relationship; relinquishing sovereignty, power, and resources; validation; 
responsibility; and support. While these features are organised in this particular sequence, the 
sequence is not what is essential. What is important is the features as a whole which begin to 
redefine the Te Tiriti Partnership. 
 
5.3.2 Living Relationship 
The first feature in the restoration of Te Tiriti Partnership is the concept of living relationships. 
In partnership, there must be a living relationship between the partners.35 When one of the 
partners refuses to be in a relationship with their partner, the partnership diminishes into crisis. 
However, because Paakehaa are party to Te Tiriti through the Crown as the representative, 
there is no option for Paakehaa not to be in relationship with Maaori in Aotearoa New Zealand. 
Hence, by living relationship, I refer to the actuation of the relationship between Maaori and 
Paakehaa (§2.3.4).36 Speaking from my perspective as a Paakehaa, I am solely referring to the 
responsibility and obligation of Paakehaa to reignite the relationship with the tangata whenua 
(people of the land) in their local areas.  
The concept of living relationships exhorts Paakehaa to resurrect and reignite their 
relationship with Maaori in their localised context and our national context. In a sense, living 
relationships mean Paakehaa becoming involved in the life of the tangata whenua to the extent 
 
35 Te Tiriti o Waitangi, Preamble. 
36  This thesis is focused on the relationship between Maaori and Paakehaa. As such, questions around the 
relationships between Maaori and Pacific peoples, Maaori and Asian peoples, Pacific peoples and Paakehaa, and 
Asian peoples and Paakehaa are beyond the scope of this research. 
On this topic it is essential to point out the most important relationship for Pacific peoples, Asian peoples, and 
Paakehaa in Aotearoa New Zealand is their relationship with tangata whenua (this is an implication of the work 
in §2.4). It is the relationship with tangata whenua that is the most important relationship to get right in the first 
instance. Consequently, I think it is through this right relationship with Maaori that right relationships with other 
ethnic groups are enabled to flourish. For Paakehaa, that means that our first relational responsibility and 
obligation is to Maaori. The second relational responsibility and obligation of Paakehaa is to our Pacific and Asian 
siblings and other ethnic groups. Similarly, I would argue the first relational responsibility and obligation for 
Pacific and Asian peoples is to Maaori. The second relational responsibility and obligation of Pacific and Asian 




that is permissible (§2.3.4).37 Professor Graham Hingangaroa Smith (Ngaati Porou) describes 
this as the ‘Whangai model’38 in ‘research involving Maaori.’39 He writes, ‘where researchers 
become “adopted” by community or whanau to the extent that they are considered as one of 
the whanau who happen to be doing research and therefore can be trusted to do it right, e.g., a) 
Ann Salmond … Stirling Whanau b) Jean Metge … Ahipara’40 
Professor Linda Tuhiwai Smith (Ngaati Awa, Ngaati Porou) further describes this 
model by saying, ‘whangai researchers are incorporated into the daily life of Māori people, and 
sustain a lifelong relationship which extends far beyond the realms of research.’ 41  This 
involvement largely echoes the point from Professor Leonie Pihama concerning how manuhiri 
function within the kawa of the marae, which is determined by tangata whenua (§2.3.4).42 On 
the land of tangata whenua, manuhiri function according to the kawa of the tangata whenua. A 
living relationship is a committed involvement with the tangata whenua (within the determined 
boundaries) over a long period of time, over generations. This ongoing, committed, living 
relationship between partners who are both vulnerable to one another forms the basis for 
dialogue and the fusion of horizons. 
 
5.3.3 Relinquishing Sovereignty, Power, and Resources 
The next feature of recognising and upholding the inherent equity of our Tiriti partner is 
relinquishing our illegitimately possessed sovereignty,43 power,44 and resources.45 The current 
relational inequities are the direct consequence of Paakehaa violations of Te Tiriti. Therefore, 
to function from relational equity, Paakehaa must begin by confronting and addressing the 
violations of Te Tiriti seriously. Arguably, the greatest determinate of relational (in)equity is 
 
37 Te Tiriti o Waitangi, Preamble, Ko te tuatahi, Ko te tuarua. A minor example of this might be observed in my 
experience at Koroneihana (Coronation Celebrations) from §2.2.4. In this experience, we were being invited to 
be involved and participate in the celebrations of Koroneihana. However, we were also aware of the boundaries 
of the permission. We were being invited to enjoy, celebrate, watch, and eat but there was a boundary around who 
could speak on the pae (speakers’ bench around the marae aatea, courtyard). Another example of this from my 
experience might be seen in my experience at the tangihanga of Rev Majorie Rangi (§2.2.5), where my 
involvement in saying a mihi (greeting) to the whaanau pani (grieving family) and Majorie was only possible 
because of the invitation from the whaanau pani to be involved in this way. 
38 Smith, “Research Issues Related to Maori Education,” 80. 
39 Smith, “Research Issues Related to Maori Education,” 6. 
40 Smith, “Research Issues Related to Maori Education,” 8. 
41 Tuhiwai Smith, Decolonizing Methodologies (2021), 267. 
42 Te Tiriti o Waitangi, Preamble, Ko te tuatahi, Ko te tuarua. 
43 Te Tiriti o Waitangi, Preamble, Ko te tuatahi. 
44 Te Tiriti o Waitangi, Ko te tuatahi, Ko te tuarua. 




the current exercise of sovereignty and power and spread of resources in Aotearoa New 
Zealand. Through colonisation, the settler government and Paakehaa society have stolen 
sovereignty and the overwhelming majority of power and resources for our own benefit. Kiingi 
Mahuta Taawhiao Pootatau Te Wherowhero (Ngaati Mahuta) captures this inequitable 
relationship in his Native Land Settlement Bill speech. He argues, 
When the Pakeha first came to this Island, the first thing he taught to the Maori was 
Christianity. They made parsons and priests of several members of the Maori race, 
and they taught those parsons to pray, and gave them to understand that the Supreme 
Being was above them, and to look up and pray; and while they were looking up the 
pakehas took away their land.46 
As the transgressors of the partnership, it is our responsibility and obligation to be responsive 
to the protests and indictments of our Tiriti partner, who continuously calls us to restitution.47 
This relinquishing means recognising both that iwi Maaori never ceded their 
sovereignty as well as the consequences of this reality.48 The result is that the government and 
Paakehaa society never possessed sovereignty in the first place (§2.3.2, §2.3.3). Instead, it 
attempted to claim sovereignty through insurrection. We can see this understanding of the 
unceded tino rangatiratanga in the rhetoric from Robert Mahuta (Waikato, Ngaati Maniapoto, 
Ngaati Manu) and Rawiri Waititi (Te Whānau aa Apanui, MP for the Waiariki electorate, and 
Māori Party co-leader).49 
At one stage during the negotiations the Crown talked about “restoring” Tainui’s tino 
rangatiratanga. Bob [Robert Mahuta] was quick to correct them on that. “No, no! Get 
it right! You never ever had it! You may have had our lands but you never had our 
rangatiratanga. No way do you have the power or the capacity to “restore” it. It 
survived, as did the Kingitanga, in spite of what the Crown did – on the backs of very 
poor people who believe strongly enough for it to survive.50 
We are not going down there to find our mana motuhake, we are going down there to 
 
46 Legislative Council and House of Representatives, Parliamentary Debates, Legislative Council and House of 
Representatives, 3rd sess., vol. 142 (1907), 1141. A similar version of this sentiment is often expressed in Africa. 
Professor Musa Dube quoting Takatso Mofokeng often uses the African version in her work. At times, that quote 
is attributed to Archbishop Desmond Tutu. The African version reads, ‘when the white man came to our country 
he had the Bible and we had the land. The white man said to us, “let us pray.” After the prayer, the white man had 
the land and we had the Bible’ (Dube Shomanah, Postcolonial Feminist Interpretation, 3. 
47 Plane-Te Paa, “Contestations,” 41, 126, 212. Here, specifically violations of “Ko te tuatahi” and “Ko te tuarua.” 
48 Te Tiriti o Waitangi, Ko te tuatahi. 
49  Rawiri Waititi, “Rawiri Waititi ~ Waiariki,” Te Pāti Māori, 2020, accessed 2021, 
https://www.maoriparty.org.nz/rawiri_waititi. 





Hence, it is the job of Paakehaa to redistribute the power and resources we stole back to the 
rightful place. 
We see partial restitution in the Anglican Church of Aotearoa New Zealand. In 1992, 
the General Synod (highest governing body) of the Church responsively changed its 
constitution.52 Simply speaking, this change attempted to level the power structures of the 
church. Historically, the General Synod established the Maaori Bishop (Te Piihopa o Aotearoa) 
as a subordinate position under the authority of another bishop.53 In 1978, Te Piihopatanga o 
Aotearoa (TPOA) successfully persuaded the Paakehaa church to give it relative autonomy. 
Consequently, the Paakehaa bishops unanimously authorised the Maaori bishop to 
minister to the Maaori people in their respective jurisdictions.54 Nevertheless, in the order of 
things, the Maaori bishop was still subordinate to the Paakehaa bishops, TPOA was vastly 
outnumbered in General Synod, and Maaori expressions of worship first required the assent of 
the Paakehaa General Synod. Therefore, in the constitutional changes (1992), TPOA was 
guaranteed three rights intended to create power equity between the partners: 1. TPOA became 
autonomous in its ministry as Tikanga Maaori;55 2. TPOA gained equal representation at the 
 
51  Rawiri Waititi, “Te Ao Tapatahi,” interview by Ropiha, Te Ao Tapatahi, Māori Television, 20/10/2020, 
https://www.facebook.com/watch/?v=1037356610070310. 
52 John Bluck, Wai karekare = Turbulent Waters: The Anglican Bicultural Journey, 1814 - 2014 (Auckland: 
Anglican Church in Aotearoa, New Zealand and Polynesia, 2012), 61. The composition of the original constitution 
of the Church was effectively an act of spiritual terra nullis. Bishop George Selwyn completely ignored Maaori 
when he composed the original constitution. Maaori were excluded from its composition. Maaori were excluded 
from its signing. Therefore, what was established was a Paakehaa ruled church composed primarily of Maaori. 
Being completely and rightfully dissatisfied with the violation of their tino rangatiratanga and the lack of equitable 
representation and ministry from Maaori in leadership, the Maaori within the church protested against the 
Paakehaa leadership to establish a Maaori bishop. A Maaori bishopric was eventually established in 1928, along 
with Maaori pastorates and Maaori missions in each of the dioceses. However, this Bishopric existed as a 
suffragan bishop under the authority of the Paakehaa bishop of Waiapu. In order to conduct any ministry or 
exercise any ecclesial leadership in the Diocese of Waiapu or any other Diocese, the Maaori Bishop needed the 
permission of the respective diocesan bishop. 
53 The General Synod of the Church of the Province of New Zealand, Proceedings of the Forty-Third General 
Synod (Wellington: Church of the Province of New Zealand, 1978), 77; Bi-cultural Commission of the Anglican 
Church on the Treaty of Waitangi, Te ripoata a te Komihana mo te Kaupapa Tikanga Rua mo te Tiriti o Waitangi 
= The Report of the Bi-Cultural Commission of the Anglican Church on the Treaty of Waitangi (Christchurch: 
Church of the Province of New Zealand, 1986), 6–9. 
54 The General Synod of the Church of the Province of New Zealand, Forty-Third General Synod, 54–5; Bi-
cultural Commission of the Anglican Church on the Treaty of Waitangi, Kaupapa Tikanga Rua mo te Tiriti o 
Waitangi, 10–13. 
55 The autonomy of the ministry of Tikanga Maaori refers to the self-determination of Tikanga Maaori to worship, 
minister, and practice ministry as is culturally appropriate for Tikanga Maaori. This self-determination does not 
require the Paakehaa church to sign off on the culturally appropriate expressions of ministry as they did in the 
past. However, the autonomy of TPOA is not a separated autonomy because TPOA, the several Paakehaa dioceses 
(Tikanga Paakehaa), and the Diocese of Polynesia (Tikanga Polynesia) continue to partner together as one church 
with one overall governing body (i.e., Te Hiinota Whaanui (The General Synod)) 
Tikanga Maaori here refers to the same definition and usage as “Te Pouhere = The Constitution” of the Anglican 




General Synod; 3. All partners (TPOA included) possessed the right to veto any motions before 
General Synod.56 
Twenty-nine years after this constitutional change to establish power equity in the 
partnership, it is becoming increasingly clear that the redistribution of power in the relationship 
was merely one part of restoring relational equity.  Ongoing challenges exist in the partnership 
because of the inequitable distribution of wealth in the church. Recently, for example, the Most 
Reverend Philip Richardson (the Paakehaa Archbishop and Primate) recognised the inequitable 
wealth distribution in the Anglican Church, saying, ‘in Aotearoa New Zealand, Tikanga Māori 
has about 3% of the resources that Tikanga Pākehā has.’57 This inequitable distribution of 
wealth (amassed on Maaori land and through Maaori resources) continues to hinder the full 
partnership equity of Te Piihopatanga o Aotearoa. Furthermore, this resource inequity does not 
yet consider the necessary redress to the tangata whenua on whose land the wealth has been 
amassed. 
This case study from the Anglican Church demonstrates the necessity for a holistic 
approach to relational equity. Relational equity cannot be achieved merely by redistributing 
sovereignty, power or resources individually, but they must be repaired together. Sovereignty 
recognised, power redistributed, and resources returned. 
 
5.3.4 Validation 
The third feature of recommitting to Te Tiriti Partnership is validation. The basis of this feature 
 
ki te tauawhi i te hunga katoa e noho ana i runga i te tikanga Māori, me te neke whakamua i nga mahi i roto i taua 
Tikanga [ara Tikanga Maaori].’ Anglican Church in Aotearoa New Zealand and Polynesia, “Te Pouhere = 
Constitution (Maaori),” D.1. 
(‘Within this Church Te Pīhopatanga o Aotearoa has responsibility for provision of ministry to those who wish to 
be ministered to within tikanga Māori, and for the promotion of mission within that Tikanga [i.e., Tikanga Maaori]’ 
(Anglican Church in Aotearoa New Zealand and Polynesia, “Constitution = Te Pouhere (English),” D.1)). 
56 Anglican Church in Aotearoa New Zealand and Polynesia, “Te Pouhere = Constitution (Maaori),” B.6.b, C.6, 
C.11, G.4; Anglican Church in Aotearoa New Zealand and Polynesia, “Constitution = Te Pouhere (English),” 
B.6.b, C.6, C.11, G.4. This solution does not yet address the way that the formation of the Paakehaa Dioceses 
violated the Maaori spiritual sovereignty of Aotearoa New Zealand. That is to say, that the authority of the 
Paakehaa Dioceses is defined through their authority over geographical physical and spiritual place as well as 
over those who wish to be ministered to in Tikanga Paakehaa. Whereas the authority of TPOA and its Amorangi 
are defined through those who wish to be ministered to in Tikanga Maaori. If this partnership was to reflect the 
Tiriti partnership then, in my opinion, the authority over geographical physical and spiritual place should be 
returned to Maaori. Thereby establishing a/many Maaori dioceses, disestablishing Paakehaa dioceses, and 
establishing Paakehaa episcopal units. 
57 “Statement of Archbishop Tamihere, Archbishop Fereimi Cama and Archbishop Richardson (the Primates),” 
in The Royal Commission of Inquiry into Historical Abuse in State Care and in the Care of Faith-based 




is understanding that Maaori and Paakehaa do not perceive the world and reality in the same 
way.58 This difference between the two cultures is worth celebrating and embracing. Whereas 
a superiority complex seeks to delegitimise and invalidate the perception and experiences of 
the so-called inferior partner, validation is about making room, listening to the partner, 
including the partner, believing the partner, taking responsibility for one’s actions, and acting 
to support the partner. Therefore, in Aotearoa New Zealand, validation is about making room 
for Maaori, listening to, including, believing tangata whenua, taking responsibility for our 
(Paakehaa) actions, relinquishing power, and acting to support Maaori. In this validation 
process, the relationship and dialogue can move past discussing whether the partner’s existence, 
perception, and experiences are valid (racial gaslighting, caricaturising) and move to the critical 
dialogue that can occur between equitable partners. 
The concept of validation does not mean that critical questions cannot be asked. Critical 
questions flow out of the living relationship. Validation means that when questions are asked, 
they are being asked in affirmation of the partner’s experience and existence, rather than to 
invalidate the experience and existence of the partner. Questions that arise from an invalidating 
perspective close the dialogue instead of opening it up. This does not mean we cannot enter 
into critical dialogue with our partner. Valid critical questions are not dismissive or 
intentionally ignorant of a Maaori experience and perception of the world. Such critical 
questions are essential to our Maaori-Paakehaa dialogue because tangata whenua are not a 
monolithic, homogenous group; there are vast differences in thought between Maaori and 
inside various Maaori groups. Hence, what may be true for one group of tangata whenua may 
not be true for another. The only way we (Paakehaa) can come to understand these nuances 
and contours is through our living relationships with Maaori and through valid critical 
questions with our partners. 
In this feature of our recommitment to Te Tiriti Partnership, the Paakehaa identity is 
confronted by its relational status as an eternal learner with Maaori communities and the eternal 
teina (younger sibling). The concept of validation is the foundation for shifting the Paakehaa 
relationship with Maaori from a dehumanising relationship to a humanising one. Validation of 









Settler colonisation scholar, Patrick Wolfe, notes that in contexts such as Aotearoa New 
Zealand where the colonisers have come to stay permanently, colonisation is no longer an event; 
colonisation forms the structure of the society.59 That is to say, colonisation in Aotearoa New 
Zealand is not limited to the events in the 19th century. Instead, colonisation is the continuum 
of events from the first contact until the present day, which have created and maintained a 
colonial structure that systemically oppresses Maaori, our Tiriti partner.  
In reigniting a living relationship with our Tiriti partner, redistributing the balance of 
sovereignty, power, and resource equity, and validating the perspectives, experiences, and 
understanding of tangata whenua, we are being called to realise that colonisation is us. 
Colonisation is not something that some of the Paakehaa ancestors did, but it is the society we 
constructed to oppress, dispossess, and disenfranchise our Tiriti partner. The question is, what 
are we to do having been confronted by our violations of Te Tiriti? 
Integral to recommitting to the Tiriti partnership is the ongoing decision to take 
responsibility for our perpetration and complicity in colonisation and oppression’s historical 
and present systems. This recommitment means that we must take responsibility not only for 
our role in directly perpetrating and being complicit in colonisation but also for our ancestors’ 
perpetration and complicity, because they are us. We continue the system that they built and 
developed. All Paakehaa directly benefit from the colonisation of Maaori because that is how 
we designed the system. Hence, we all hold responsibility and culpability for the Paakehaa 
government’s and Paakehaa society’s numerous violations of Te Tiriti o Waitangi (§2.4). My 
discovery of the role of John Good in the invasions of Gate Paa, Te Ranga, and Taranaki has 
created a more immediate sense of personal responsibility and personal culpability (§2.2). If 
we cannot take responsibility for our past and present violations, we will never be able to 
decolonise, transform, and reconcile the future. 
For Pākehā to gain legitimacy here, it is they who must place their trust in Māori, not 
the other way around. They must accept that it is for the tangata whenua to determine 
their status in this land, and to do so in accordance with tikanga Māori. This will 
involve sorting out a process of negotiation which is driven by the principles 
underpinning tikanga, a process which Pākehā do not control. … Perhaps it is Mike 
Grimshaw who best addressed the question of Pākehā identity when earlier this year 
he observed: “I am a Pakeha because I live in a Maori country”. When you think 
about it, there is nowhere else in the world that one can be Pākehā. Whether the term 
 




remains forever linked to the shameful role of oppressor or whether it can become a 
positive source of identity and pride is up to Pākehā themselves. All that is required 
from them is a leap of faith.60 
 
5.3.6 Support 
After taking responsibility for our failings in the partnership, living relationships draw us to 
support the ongoing work of Maaori communities as they exercise their tino rangatiratanga.61 
This support is the support of the community’s life, the vision of community into the future, 
and supporting the continual decolonisation of the community. Colonisation dehumanises 
everybody, not only the people being actively oppressed. As Paulo Freire writes, 
Dehumanization, which marks not only those whose humanity has been stolen, but 
also (though in a different way) those who have stolen it, is a distortion of the 
vocation of becoming more fully human.62 
In supporting the liberation and decolonisation of tangata whenua, we also begin to 
decolonise and re-humanise ourselves. Living relationships mean that in taking responsibility 
for our violations of Te Tiriti, we also continue to be responsible for our partnership into the 
future. This responsibility means: continuing to re-centre the narratives of tangata whenua; 
supporting the protests of tangata whenua against systemic racism; and developing a 
partnership from a position of relational equity.63 This also means continually being responsive 
to the critique from Maaori concerning our practice of meeting our responsibilities and 
obligations in our partnership. 
Being a supportive Tiriti partner also includes learning about the partner and 
acculturating to Maaori cultures and ways of life. However, support and acculturation bring 
with them questions and critiques around the boundary of cultural appropriation. In cultural 
appropriation, the foreigner appropriates a historically oppressed culture for their self-benefit. 
Jason Jackson, a folklorist and ethnologist, defines cultural appropriation as ‘the powerful 
group tak[ing] aspects of the culture of the subordinated group, making them its own.’ 64 
Localising this understanding of the power dynamics in cultural appropriation, lawyer Isabella 
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Tekaumārua Wilson (Ngaati Whaatua Ooraakei, Waikato-Tainui) writes, 
Misappropriation causes the most harm when the source community is a minority 
group that has been oppressed or exploited in other ways or when the thing being 
appropriated is exceptionally sensitive. It hurts Māori to see their culture being 
misappropriated by the same people who, in the past, suppressed and objected to its 
use by Māori.65 
Some good guiding questions for us as we consider the boundaries between cultural 
partnership and cultural appropriation are:66 
 
65 Isabella Tekaumarua Wilson, “The Misappropriation of the Haka: Are the Current Legal Protections Around 
Matauranga Maori in Aotearoa New Zealand Sufficient?,” Victoria University of Wellington Law Review, vol. 51, 
no. 4 (2020): 525; Tuhiwai Smith, Decolonizing Methodologies (2021), 63–4. Professor Linda Tuhiwai Smith 
writes, ‘Indigenous people and other groups in society have frequently been portrayed as the powerless victims 
of research, which has attributed a variety of deficits or problems to just about everything they do. Years of 
research have frequently failed to improve the conditions of the people who are researched. This has led many 
Māori people to believe that researchers are simply intent on taking or ‘stealing’ knowledge in a non-reciprocal 
and often under-handed way’ (Tuhiwai Smith, Decolonizing Methodologies (2021), 228). 
66 These guiding questions also roughly align with the questions posed by the Pūtaiora Writing Group (Maui 
Hudson, et al., Te Ara Tika: Guidelines for Māori Research Ethics: A Framework for Researchers and Ethics 
Committee Members (Auckland: Health Research Council of New Zealand, 2010), 7–14). The further questions 





(-) What are our living relationships with the indigenous people of that culture?1 
To whom are we accountable?2 
What are our partners telling us? 
Are we listening to our partners?3 
Are the indigenous people liberated to express their culture? 
Who benefits?4 
  How are they benefitting?5 
  Why are they benefitting? 
Are we making space for our partners, or are we taking up their space? 
Who owns the culture or knowledge?6 
With whom are we participating? 
What is the purpose of the participation? 
Nevertheless, as discussed earlier by Pihama and Mikaere, the ultimate question around 
the boundary between cultural partnership and cultural appropriation exists in the boundaries 
that the indigenous communities of the culture have set. 7  The indigenous community is 
sovereign over their cultural expressions. Therefore, in response to that sovereignty, they 
determine how foreigners interact and partner with their culture. Hence, such acculturation can 
only be subordinate to the current pursuits of Maaori to reclaim their culture and identity. 
Since we are on a journey towards healing and restoring our partnership to a relationship 
of equity, our support of tangata whenua should not overshadow the work done by Maaori 
themselves. That is to say, in supporting Maaori, Paakehaa are following rather than leading.8 
A significant form of support that we can make as members of the societal group with power 
is to divest ourselves of this power and acknowledge, recognise, and respond to the sovereignty 
and equity of the iwi Maaori as the sovereign indigenous people of Aotearoa New Zealand and 
as our partners in Te Tiriti. 
 
5.3.7 Summary 
While I have outlined each of the features mentioned above for Recommitting to Te Tiriti 
Partnership, the reality of reaching relational equity through recommitment is that Maaori 
ultimately determines the standard of relational equity. Although I have outlined some features 
 
1 Wilcox, “Dr Leonie Pihama.” 36:22–37:13 
2 Tuhiwai Smith, Decolonizing Methodologies (2021), 226. 
3 Wilcox, “Dr Leonie Pihama.” 36:22–37:13 
4 Tuhiwai Smith, Decolonizing Methodologies (2021), 10. 
5 Tuhiwai Smith, Decolonizing Methodologies (2021), 226. 
6 Tuhiwai Smith, “Kaupapa Māori Research,” 49; Tuhiwai Smith, Decolonizing Methodologies (2021), 10. 
7 Te Tiriti o Waitangi, Ko te tuarua. 




that shape our (Paakehaa) recommitment to Te Tiriti Partnership, as Pihama and Mikaere have 
already stated (§2.4.4), it is Maaori who determine relational equity. It is Maaori who determine 
if recommitment is successful. It is Maaori who ultimately determine if recommitment to Te 
Tiriti is what is desired in the relationship. It is for us, Paakehaa, to take a leap of faith and trust 
our partner (§2.4.4), all the while knowing that the oppression and relational equity that we 
have caused perhaps makes us unworthy of redemption. That burden of unworthiness is a 
burden that we just have to carry with us for our failures to honour our agreement to Te Tiriti 
o Waitangi. 
 
5.4 Recommitment to Te Tiriti Partnership and Biblical Interpretation 
For Paakehaa in Aotearoa New Zealand, a fundamental aspect of our relationality, as 
mentioned above (§2.3, §2.3.3, §2.3.4), is our Tiriti partnership with Maaori. Our Tiriti 
partnership, and our recommitment to it, obligates us to re-centre our priorities. This obligation 
includes a re-centring of our priorities when it comes to biblical criticism. Relationality shifts 
our focus away from ourselves instead of focusing on our own perception of the text in 
conversation with the historical, grammatical, and cultural data. Instead, relationality focuses 
firmly on our partner’s voice, perception, experience, and knowledge. With our recommitment 
to Te Tiriti partnership, this relationality view leads us to re-centre our hermeneutics around 
our partner and de-centre ourselves. 
Suppose we set our trajectory toward a place of relational equity by recommitting to 
the Tiriti partnership. How might we then think about how we (Paakehaa) interpret the biblical 
text in this place? I would suggest that through the lens of a partnership, our current interpretive 
practices fall far short of the responsibilities and obligations placed upon us in this relationship. 
A partnership requires that we make space for our partner to speak by getting out of the way. 
As our partnership requires, this space that we make must be our priority and not a mere 
afterthought. If we continue to take up all the space or inequitable space, it is not a partnership 
that we are nurturing but a continuance of domination. In a partnership, we re-centre ourselves 
on the voice and perspective of our partners. 
This re-centring is out of love and the relationship with one another. This ethic of love 
was established by Te Paa-Daniels in our hermeneutical process (§5.2.2). For our relationship 
with one another to be beneficial, the starting point, trajectory, and goal of that relationship 




hermeneutical process as well as a ‘core social concept’9 in maatauranga Maaori.10 Professor 
Hirini Moko Mead (Ngaati Awa, Ngaati Tuuwharetoa, Tuuhourangi) writes, ‘Aroha [love] is 
an essential part of manaakitanga 11  [hospitality] and is an expected dimension of 
whanaungatanga [relationality].’12 Similarly, Dr Cleve Barlow (Ngaa Puhi) explains, 
Koia tērā [aroha] te mana i aro mai i ngā atua. … Ko te aroha he tikanga whakaaro 
nui; ka aroha tētahi tangata ki tētahi tangata, ki tōna iwi, whenua hoki, ki ngā kīrehe, 
ki ngā manu, ki ngā ika, ki ngā mea katoa e tupu ake ana i te whenua. Ko ētahi 
tāngata he kaha ki te haere hui, arā, mō ngā tāngata rongonui; engari mō ngā tāngata 
mana kore, kāhore ia e whaiwhakaaro ki te haere ake.13 
In Christian theology, Jürgen Moltmann, a German Christian theologian, writes, 
For the love with which the Father loved the world – loved it so greatly that through 
his Son, and the Son’s suffering and death, he took on himself the atonement for the 
world’s sins – is the very same love which the triune God is in eternity. … On the 
cross of Christ this love is there for the others.14 
Miroslav Volf, a Croatian Christian theologian, states, ‘Indisputably, the self-giving love 
manifested on the cross and demanded by it lies at the core of the Christian faith.’15 This ethic 
 
9 Kaʻai and Higgins, “Ki te Whaiao,” 17. 
10 Tate, He Puna Iti, 120–31; Mead, Tikanga Maori, 32, 179, 273. 
11  Georgina Tuari Stewart and Cleve Barlow offer excellent definitions of manaakitanga. Stewart states, 
‘Manaakitanga is usually translated as hospitality, even as used in the term “hospitality industry,” but this distorts 
the Indigenous concept to fit within modern economic frameworks of thought and practice. Manaaki combines 
the two words mana and aki (exert or encourage), so refers to practices that uphold mana. Adding the suffix “tanga” 
switches emphasis from a particular act or situation to the general quality of attention to mana in relationships. 
The mana of a host group is maintained and enhanced through generosity towards visitors, which is why 
manaakitanga has come to be equated with hospitality. A more authentic understanding of manaaki as linked to 
mana, however, extends its application to any and all forms of thinking and action that enhances mana. In this 
sense, taking responsibility for oneself, acting with integrity, treating others with due respect for their mana and 
caring for the non-human elements of the environment are all examples of manaakitanga’ (Stewart, Māori 
Philosophy, 92). 
Barlow states: ‘Ko te kupu manaaki, ko tōna tino tikanga ko te mana o te kupu mana-ā-kī hei reo aroha, atawhai 
hoki ki te tangata. He pēnei tonu te kupu manaakitanga: Nāu te rourou, Nāku te rourou, Ka mākona te iwi’ (Cleve 
Barlow, Tikanga Whakaaro: Key Concepts in Māori Culture (Auckland: Oxford University Press, 1994), 63). 
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Will provide suffiecent for all’ (Barlow, Tikanga Whakaaro, 63). 
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Aroha in a person is an all-encompassing quality of goodness, expressed by love for people, land, birds and 
animals, fish, and all living things. A person who has aroha for another expresses genuine concern towards them 
and acts with their welfare in mind, no matter what their state of health or wealth’ (Barlow, Tikanga Whakaaro, 
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from maatauranga Maaori and Christianity urges us to principally seek the betterment of our 
partner. However, in seeking the betterment of our partner, we discover our own betterment. 
Therefore, love in the context of relational inequity means supporting the liberation of the 
oppressed partner by not only centring the partner’s voice but continually using our power to 
elevate their voices (i.e., relinquishing and returning power), constantly choosing to prefer the 
voices of our partner rather than our own voice. 
I suggest that the way forward for Paakehaa biblical interpretation in Aotearoa New 
Zealand is a partner-centred hermeneutic. I see this hermeneutic as a type of 
relational/whakapapa hermeneutics. It focuses on the partnership relationship in interpretation 
and elevates the horizon of the partner in the dialogue. This hermeneutic is different from 
Vaai’s and the Maaori discourse’s approaches, which approach this problem as Pacific or 
Maaori peoples who are liberating themselves from colonisation. This partner-centred 
hermeneutic comes from the perspective of ‘those like myself who live on the side of Empire, 
of the colonizers, historically and or at the present moment.’16 
However, having listened to Maaori, we join with tangata whenua to decolonise and, 
more specifically, decolonise biblical criticism. Hence, just as relational hermeneutics 
encourages us to make room for and be hospitable to those we are in a relationship with 
(§4.3.2.3), partner-centred hermeneutics calls for us to prioritise our obligation to make room 
for and be hospitable to our partner. Furthermore, in the context of such relational inequity, a 
partner-centred hermeneutic focuses on our obligations towards our partner and is not focused 
on our partner’s obligations towards us. 
The partner-centred hermeneutic for biblical criticism is grounded in our recommitment 
to Te Tiriti partnership. The hermeneutic requires that the interpreter already be living out and 
be committed to our partner. Recommitment to Te Tiriti partnership, therefore, precedes a 
partner-centred hermeneutic. Hence, a partner-centred hermeneutic in Aotearoa New Zealand 
is a fruit of a localised living relationship with an indigenous community. It takes place amid 
our work to relinquish sovereignty, power, and resources back to Maaori. Partner-centred 
hermeneutics occurs within the context of our work: 
1. to validate the rightful place of Maaori as tangata whenua; 
2. to recognise the legitimacy and value of Maaori perspectives; 
3. to respect the inherent equality of Maaori as human beings to whom we are 
related and obligated; and 
4. to honour our unique relationship with Maaori as our Tiriti partners. 
 
(Nashville, TN: Abingdon Press, 1996), 18. 




This hermeneutic comes from our work to take responsibility for our violations, our 
ancestors’ violations, and our society’s violations of our partner and our agreement in Te Tiriti 
o Waitangi. We must take responsibility for our partnership because we are a continuation of 
the partnership and are, therefore, the present co-signatories represented by the Crown. Finally, 
a partner-centred hermeneutic requires us to support the protests and concerns of Maaori as 
tangata whenua with tino rangatiratanga (sovereignty) and mana motuhake (autonomy). The 
protests and issues of our partner become our protests and issues while still being led by our 
partner. 
Therefore, as we look towards biblical criticism, partner-centred hermeneutics requires 
us to begin by being redefined by our recommitment to te Tiriti partnership. In doing so, we 
are re-centred on our partner, out of love. We become contexted (§4.3.4) as people in this land 
through our partnership. Hence, we recognise the rightful place of Maaori as the tangata 
whenua in Aotearoa New Zealand. Because of their inalienable status as tangata whenua, 
Maaori have the right of place to speak and be understood in biblical criticism in the form and 
manner of their custom. Our obligations, as Tiriti partners, are to listen and understand the 
voices and concerns of Maaori and work together to interpret the biblical text in this place and 
at this time. Hence, a partnership requires that we interpret the text with our partner. Whereas 
we (Paakehaa) have primarily interpreted the text in this place by ourselves, choosing to 
alienate ourselves from our partners, this understanding of partnership recognises that we are 
not alone in this place as we try to interpret the text in this place. We are in this place with our 
partner. We are in this place because of the hospitality, grace, and love of our partner. 
One of the things that we learn from Kaupapa Maaori research is that our work must 
benefit Maaori. It is not sufficient for our partner-centred hermeneutics to only be of benefit 
for Paakehaa. Nor is it enough for our partner-centred hermeneutics to primarily be of benefit 
to Paakehaa. A partner-centred hermeneutic is concerned with our interpretations being 
relevant to and beneficial for Maaori, our partner. An unequivocally favourable benefit of the 
hermeneutic is enhancing the relationship between both partners and the growing respect and 
intimacy between the two groups. 
How, then, might we theorise what is going on when we come to form an understanding 
of the text through a partner-centred approach? In discourse with text and historical context, 
the text’s horizon, the horizon of the text’s historical context, and the interpreter’s horizon meet 
together and begin to fuse, altering all horizons. What becomes known by each is added to the 
horizon of each and excises the unjustified prejudices. 




interpretive horizon formed through their particular engagement with Tradition. The itulagi 
(side of the heaven) functions similarly for Vaai, whereby each person has their own standing 
place around the lagi (heaven) formed through their relationships (§4.3.2.2). In a dialogue 
between horizons, a person’s vantage point/itulagi reforms as the horizons fuse, as new 
knowledge is formed. This reformation of the vantage point/itulagi changes two significant 
aspects of a person’s sight out to the horizon. First, it allows a person’s horizon to expand and 
incorporate some of the dialogue partner’s horizon into the original horizon. Second, the 
change in vantage point/itulagi means that they see everything encapsulated within their 
horizon, within their field of view, from another perspective. 
We might consider understanding as we consider our field of view as we walk up a 
maunga (mountain). As we circle the maunga and gain altitude, our field of vision changes 
relative to our position on the maunga (itulagi); from one side of the maunga, we see one view, 
and from another side of the maunga, we see another view. As we gain altitude, the horizon in 
our field of vision extends beyond the horizon we saw below. As we engage with the text and 
its historical context, we quickly realise that they exist in different parts of the maunga and can 
see different things from their positions. Hence, we enter dialogue to understand what their 
field of view looks like from their perspective. Our fields of view are different yet part of the 
same environment, part of the same horizon. If we were able to climb to the summit of the 
maunga, we would quickly realise that there is only one horizon, and we would be able to see 
the things contained in that horizon as we turn and look around. 
There is another aspect to our perspective out to the horizon as we might consider a 
partner-centred hermeneutic. We are not alone on our journey. While the text and the text’s 
horizon travel up the maunga from a very different face of the maunga, we are travelling up 
the maunga with our partner, together, on similar tracks. We (Paakehaa) travel the constructed 
track which cuts through the bush and forest, whereas we have forced Maaori to take the older, 
well-worn track which winds its way up the maunga. 
However, the tracks continue to meet at rest places on the maunga, where we talk about 
what we have seen and where we have been. When we stop at these rest points and look out, 
we see the same view into the horizon. However, the horizons that we have seen along the way, 
which inform our overall understanding of the journey (itulagi), are very different. When we 
talk about what we have seen and now see, it is apparent that we have seen different things on 
each of our paths and are now looking at the same things in our field of view. The different 
things we have seen along the way tell one partner that there is a hidden lake to the left. While 




In another analogy, Maaori and Paakehaa were each in their separate waka (canoe). In 
1840, Maaori and Paakehaa decided to bind the waka together as a waka hourua (double-hulled 
canoe). The waka are bound together by the aku (crossbeams) of Te Tiriti o Waitangi, of the 
whenua (land), for some by the Atua (God) and the whakapono (faith, religion). From our 
different positions in each waka, we have a different view of the ocean around us and different 
horizons. As noted by Edward Tregear referencing William Colenso, at night, Maaori ‘sight 
was so unusually strong that they saw more stars than we can, and could distinguish nebulæ 
better.’ 17  We both perceive the reality around us in different ways. The formation of 
understanding and meaning, in this case, is like learning how to do the specific jobs in the 
different positions of the waka hourua and learning what each person see from their perspective 
in the waka. 
Therefore, in interpreting the biblical text using a partner-centred hermeneutic, we must 
value the perspectives, culture, and experiences of the partner with whom we share our context. 
We read of other views of the biblical text in the diverse works of those (former) outsiders who 
have moved into the academy and interpreted it from their unique places in the world. While 
we (Paakehaa) can interpret the biblical text from our unique perspective of the world with the 
assistance of the appropriate mainstream tools for biblical analysis, we still only perceive the 
biblical text from many diverse perspectives. Once again, Te Tiriti partners us with Maaori. In 
a sense, we are bound together in place. 
For us, Paakehaa, to truly understand the meaning of the biblical text in this place of 
Aotearoa New Zealand, we must live out of that partnership. In realising the inherent value of 
the Maaori perspective, experience, culture, knowledge, which, when we reignite our 
relationship through recommitting to the Tiriti partnership, we can understand, in partnership, 
the biblical text from a partnered perspective. The biblical text’s meaning in Aotearoa New 
Zealand can only come through centring ourselves on our partners out of love. Nevertheless, it 
is not only the biblical text that we come to understand more, but our relationship and 
partnership become more intimate through this process of re-centring on our Tiriti partner. 
The implication of this partner-centred approach to our interpretive horizon is that the 
partnership actively critiques the interpreter’s regular18 cultural perception of the text. This 
active critique, through the partnership, continually reveals the multitude of unjustified and 
justified prejudices in the interpreter’s regular perception of the text. This continual revelation 
 
17 Edward Tregear, The Maori Race (Wanganui: A.D. Willis, 1904), 1930. 
18 In this case, the term “regular” refers to perceiving and analysing the biblical text without an emphasis on the 




through the partnership relationship means that each partner, being confronted by the biases in 
their horizon, can join in the critique with their partner. In joining together, they co-determine 
whether these prejudices are productive for forming understanding and meaning or whether 
they prevent and intentionally sabotage the formation of understanding and meaning. Through 
this co-determined process in the context of the partnership relationship, both partners can co-
construct a new itulagi, a dialogical vantage point, that is only accessible through an equitable 
living partnership together. This new itulagi dynamically transforms the interpreter’s horizon, 
shifting their relative perspective. Therefore, the interpreter perceives the things in their 
horizon in a new light from their new position, the co-created vantage point/itulagi, which is a 
more intelligent, more critical19 vantage point/itulagi. 
Furthermore, the partnership and our understanding of our partner’s perspective 
through our relationship and the learning in that relationship inclines us to ask new questions 
of the text that we were previously unconcerned with or ignorant about, or to ask the same 
questions in a new light. This partner-centred hermeneutic places an obligation on biblical 
scholars to partner with another cultural community in their locality, in their non-academic 
lives. Through our committed relationship with another cultural community in our localities, 
we can begin to perceive many more colours of the spectrum in the biblical text. By applying 
a partner-centred hermeneutic, Paakehaa can begin to partner with Maaori to co-create a place 
where the ‘mutually healing and empowering sunlight of a transformed, genuinely welcoming 
and confidently inclusive theological academy’20 can flourish. 
 
5.5 Proposed Method for Interpretation 
 
5.5.1 Experimental Method Introduction 
I will now propose a possible method for interpreting the biblical text grounded in the partner-
centred relationship. The method I propose below is, firstly, predicated on the recommitment 
to Te Tiriti partnership described above. Out of this recommitment to Te Tiriti partnership, the 
 
19 It is more critical because through numerous perspectives, the previously unseen prejudices from a singular 
cultural perspective can be critiqued and assess through another cultural lens. Instead of going in circles debating 
the validity of the knowledge of particular people groups, we can join the knowledges together to create productive 
and critical dialogue. 




method unfolds in three stages. The first stage is the development of a framework for 
understanding the perspective of our partner. The second stage is a mainstream analysis of the 
biblical text. The final stage is a critique of our mainstream analysis of the biblical text in 
conversation with the previously established framework and a consideration of the meaning of 
the text in this place (i.e., Aotearoa New Zealand). 
While the process of this method is similar to Hall-Smith’s interpretive method,21 this 
method is conducted from a different social location and will not produce a Maaori reading but 
a partner-centred reading of the biblical text. This method is original in its partner-centred 
hermeneutic approach and its consideration of the biblical text’s meaning in this place. I must 
also note that although the stages of the method are separated in this demonstration, they are 
not separated in reality. Each of the stages continually influences and critiques the other stages 
of the method. 
 
5.5.2 Framework for Further Understanding 
The first part of the method is to be partner-centred by listening and understanding our partner’s 
voice through our ongoing recommitment to the Tiriti Partnership. Implicit in being partner-
centred is beginning by hearing and understanding the partner so that the difficult work of de-
centring (not disregarding or neutralising) our own understanding can begin. Our hermeneutic 
does not start with our own interests or understanding but those of our partner. In listening to 
their voice, this part of the method begins to lay some foundations for interpreting the world 
from our partner’s perspective. In this case, this involves establishing a foundational 
framework through which Paakehaa can begin to understand the world from the perspective of 
Maaori. The living relationship and validation are crucial at this point. Through these two 
features, our understanding transcends book knowledge and is mediated by a Maaori 
community through our living partnership with that same Maaori community. 
For this part, Chapter 6 will draw my attention to a Maaori framework of metaphysics 
as disclosed by Rev Dr Henare Tate. Whereas Tate applied his model as a foundation for 
systematic theology, his model also establishes a comprehensive metaphysical framework to 
re-interpret the world and the Christian faith from a Maaori perspective. In this thesis, I will 
draw upon the tripartite relationship from Tate, composed of Atua (God), Tangata (Person), 
 




and Whenua (Land), as well as his concepts of Tapu (being, sacredness), Mana (spiritual 
influence, power), and Takahi (violation).  
The framework and the perspective reproduced by applying the framework as the 
metaphysical system for understanding is not the metaphysical system itself. What I write in 
this thesis is an empathetic framework and an empathetic application of the framework, which 
has been constructed through my living relationship as a Tiriti partner and wider reading. The 
understandings explained throughout this framework are not conclusive or definitive but are 
the understandings from this moment part-way through our lifelong (and generational) 
dialogue and relationship. I would describe this as a partner-centred interpretive method.22 
 
5.5.3 Initial Horizon: Mainstream Analysis 
Next, the text is analysed for the first time to re-interpret reality from our partner’s perspective. 
In this analysis, the Paakehaa interpreter applies the appropriate biblical criticism tools to 
analyse the text. Therefore, these tools could apply historical-critical, form, grammatical, 
source, literary, rhetorical, narrative, sociological, and/or historical-cultural analysis. In this 
thesis, the primary tools that I will apply during this interpretive process are a general 
grammatical-historical method with attention to the sociological and cultural discourses. 
The purpose of this step is twofold. First, analysing the text using the appropriate 
biblical criticism tools opens up the potential for meaning in the text. It allows the interpreter 
to bring the text into conversation with the wider discourse in the discipline. Second, this step 
exposes how the text is being interpreted through the natural, cultural horizon of the interpreter. 
This step allows us to discover the interpreter’s prejudices and insights concerning the text as 
it is perceived in relation to this cultural perspective. This step of the method is a familiar one 
for mainstream biblical criticism. 
 
5.5.4 Critique by Expanded Horizon 
This section of the process focuses on listening to the partner’s voice and how it critiques my 
 
22 This partner-centred description is an important contrast to the readings produced by Rev Dr Henare Tate, Rev 
Dr Wayne Te Kaawa, Rev Simon Moetara, Most Rev Donald Tamihere, and Rev Dr Beverley Moana Hall-Smith, 





mainstream analysis of the text and the major concepts in the text. This means considering the 
concerns and issues raised by the contemporary Maaori interpretive tradition (Chapter 3) and 
re-perceiving the text and my analysis according to Rev Dr Henare Tate’s framework (Chapter 
6). Fundamentally, this section draws upon the partnership and invites us to see the text through 
a lens we co-construct with our living partner. 
The effect of this co-constructed lens is that we come to the text with a different set of 
questions than we otherwise would out of consideration, understanding, and love for our 
partner. This co-constructed lens does not mean that we abandon historical analysis, textual 
analysis, or other appropriate tools. Instead, this new co-constructed perspective causes us to 
ask different questions in our historical and textual work and see the metaphysical realities in 
the text in a new light. For this thesis, I will be bringing my interpretation of the biblical text 
using the partner-centred hermeneutic into conversation with the question I have considered 
throughout the thesis: What does this text mean for Paakehaa doing biblical criticism in this 
place, in Aotearoa New Zealand? 
 
5.6 Chapter Summary 
In this chapter, I have explored the meaning of being Paakehaa in Aotearoa. I argued that the 
meaning of being Paakehaa in this place is inherently connected to our relationship with Maaori 
as established in Te Tiriti o Waitangi. However, historically Paakehaa have violated our Tiriti 
partnership with Maaori and constructed systems of oppression to maintain a permanent power 
imbalance between Maaori and Paakehaa. Therefore, I argued that as we come to our academic 
work, we must be conscious of this oppressive systemic framework within which we work and 
commit to supporting Maaori liberation. In order to do this, I argued that we must establish a 
relational trajectory that seeks to restore the relational equity which Paakehaa have violated. 
This trajectory is defined through our recommitment to Te Tiriti partnership with Maaori. The 
features of this recommitment were: living relationship; relinquishing sovereignty, power, and 
resources; validation; responsibility; and support.  
From this position of recommitting to the Tiriti partnership, we become able to re-centre 
our hermeneutical horizons on our partner. First, I argued that a partner-centred hermeneutic 
allowed us to gain a greater perspective of the biblical text and meant that we could engage 
with another living being around the meaning of the text. Second, through a partner-centred 




place of Aotearoa New Zealand. Finally, I proposed a method for interpreting the biblical text 
using a partner-centred hermeneutic. This method comprises three stages: a partner-centred 
framework, a mainstream analysis of the text, and a critique of the mainstream analysis using 
the partner-centred framework with a consideration of the meaning of the text in this place. 
The next chapter will build the partner-centred framework by co-constructing an interpretive 




Chapter 6: Co-Constructing Reality with Rev Dr Henare Tate 
 
6.1 Introduction 
In the previous chapter, I posited that a partner-centred hermeneutic was necessary for 
Paakehaa scholars to begin to understand the biblical text as people in Aotearoa New Zealand. 
Such a partnership model requires us to focus our inquiry on our relationship with our partner. 
In prioritising our living relationship with our partner outside of scholarship, I suggested that 
this hermeneutic could co-construct a new lens through which we can approach the text. This 
perspective that we co-construct with our partners by centring our focus on our partners, I 
argued, would allow us to recognise the equity of our partner, support their right to be included 
(and celebrated) in the discourse, and enable us to interpret the biblical text as people grounded 
in Aotearoa New Zealand through our relationship and partnership with te tangata whenua (the 
people of the land). 
This chapter begins to explore how this hermeneutic might function in practice. To co-
construct a new perspective, we need to understand how our partner perceives our shared 
fundamental reality. To do this, I will be drawing on the metaphysical framework developed 
by Rev Dr Henare Tate in his book He Puna Iti in conversation with wider Kaupapa Maaori 
discourse. Tate’s tripartite relationship (Atua, Tangata, Whenua) and his exposition of Tapu, 
Mana, and Takahi1  provide a good place for us to co-construct a new perspective of our 
fundamental reality and a new lens to interpret the biblical text. 
Throughout this chapter, I work together with Tate’s work to understand the world from 
his perspective. However, what is written is a co-constructed understanding as I engage with 
and interpret Tate’s framework. I suggest that in beginning to understand our fundamental 
reality through our partner’s eyes, we arrive at the tomokanga (gateway), which leads us to a 
more intimate relationship and waananga (discourse). Through a more intimate relationship 
and waananga we open up the possibility of understanding the breadth, width, and depth of 
cultural concepts and beliefs of our partner. I will begin by exploring the tripartite relationship 
(Atua, Tangata, Whenua). I will then explore Tate’s concepts of te tapu i, te tapu o, tapu, te 
 
1 Tate uses the term Whakanoa to refer to the concept of violation. As I will argue in §6.5.1, this use of Whakanoa 
is limited in wider discourse. Tate does provide some alternative synonyms, of which I chose Takahi to convey 




mana i, te mana o, and violation. 
 
6.2 Tripartite Relationship 
 
6.2.1 Introduction 
According to Rev Dr Henare Tate, the whole Maaori world can be understood through a 
fundamental relational framework and network. He proposes that Atua, Tangata, and Whenua 
are the primary groups that underpin this relational framework (also illustrated §3.2). 
Diagram 1: The Tate model2 
 
Tānia Kaʻai (Ngaati Porou, Ngaai Tahu) and Rawinia Higgins (Ngaai Tuuhoe) suggested a 
similar model in 2004: Atua, Taangata Maaori, Taiao.3 
 
2 Tate, He Puna Iti, 38. 




Diagram 3: The Kaʻai and Higgins model4 
 
There are three main differences between the Kaʻai and Higgins model and the Tate 
model. First, Kaʻai and Higgins apply the grouping of Atua to refer to the traditional Atua 
Maaori (such as: ‘Rangi-nui,’ ‘Papa-tūā-nuku,’ ‘Tāne,’ ‘Tangaroa,’ ‘Haumia-tiketike,’ 
‘Rongo-mā-tāne,’ ‘Tāwhiri-mātea,’ and ‘Rū-au-moko’).5 On the other hand, Tate, of Ngaati 
Tamatea, Ngaati Manawa, and Te Rarawa and as a Catholic priest, uses Atua to refer to a 
supreme God primarily.6 However, Tate’s use of Atua also includes the Atua Maaori as listed 
by Kaʻai and Higgins (although Tate rarely refers to them in the main body of his work).7 The 
second difference is the emphasis in the Tangata category. Although the Kaʻai and Higgins 
model focuses on Taangata Maaori (Maaori peoples),8 Tate’s model denotes Tangata as a 
category more broadly (i.e., people in general), though in practice Tate’s model has a similar 
focus on taangata Maaori.9 The final difference is in the emphasis in the final group. Whereas 
the Kaʻai and Higgins model emphasises all of nature and the world (animals, environmental 
forces, plants, land) as one overall system or being, Tate emphasises the significance of 
Whenua while also including other beings as a part of Whenua as a category or grouping.10 
As I look toward the works previously mentioned (Hall-Smith §3.6, Te Kaawa §3.3), 
they both use Tate’s framework as they engage with the biblical texts. Hence, their application 
of Tate’s framework indicates that the Atua, Tangata, Whenua model already has precedent in 
Maaori biblical interpretation.11 Furthermore, as a Maaori Christian systematic theology, Tate’s 
 
4 Kaʻai and Higgins, “Ki te Whaiao,” 14. 
5 Kaʻai and Higgins, “Ki te Whaiao,” 14. 
6 Tate, He Puna Iti, 38–9. 
7 Tate, He Puna Iti, 38–9, 200, 269–70. 
8 Kaʻai and Higgins, “Ki te Whaiao,” 14. 
9 Tate, He Puna Iti, 39. ‘By contrast, hapū and iwi, and indeed, all races and cultures of the world can link 
themselves together in whanaungatanga by accepting and acknowledging Atua as the common tupuna and matua’ 
(Tate, He Puna Iti, 55). 
10 Tate, He Puna Iti, 39–40. 
11 Sr Tui Cadogan also mentions the tripartite relationship in her work, however it is in Tate’s thesis that the 
tripartite relationship and the concepts of Tapu, Mana, and Violation are comprehensively critiqued (Tui Cadogan, 




framework is helpful as I apply the framework to one of the Christian biblical texts. Therefore, 
following their lead and drawing on our shared faith, for this thesis I will be exploring Tate’s 
understanding of the Tripartite relationship (i.e., Atua, Tangata, Whenua). Concerning the 
shape of the model, however, I think that the representation of the Tripartite relationship is best 
illustrated by Rev Dr Wayne Te Kaawa (also illustrated §3.2): 
Diagram 2: Te Kaawa Koru model.12 
 
The Te Kaawa Koru model best captures how Tangata and Whenua are emanations of and 
sourced in Atua, and it moves away from a hierarchical view of the Tripartite relationship and 
toward a relational view. 
A significant contribution of Tate to the developing understandings of this relational 
framework (in comparison with The Kaʻai and Higgins model) is a more explicit description 
of the relationships between each of these fundamental groups as inextricably linked and 
directly correlated.13 Tate writes that 
 
He Wāhi: Spiritualities from Aotearoa New Zealand, eds. Bergin and Smith (Auckland: Accent Publications, 
2004).) 
12 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 159; Rokita, “Double Spiral.” 
13 Similarly, Kaʻai and Higgins write,  
‘The Māori world-view is a holistic and cyclic, one in which every person is linked to every living thing and to 
the atua. Māori customary concepts are interconnected through a whakapapa (genealogical structure) that links te 
taha wairua (spiritual aspects) and te taha tinana (physical aspects. … For Māori this definition extends beyond 
human relationships into connections between humans and their universe. This intricately woven whakapapa has 
often made defining individual customary concepts extremely difficult, as each concept is defined by its 
relationship with other concepts and not in isolation. … Just as the atua are part of the taiao (natural world), so 
tāngata Māori (Māori people) – who live within the natural world – are connected to the atua’ (Kaʻai and Higgins, 




if one enhances one’s relationship with Atua, also enhanced will be one’s relationship 
with tangata and with whenua. If one’s relationship with Atua is diminished, one’s 
relationship with tangata and whenua is likewise negatively affected. The same 
applies if we make tangata or whenua the starting point.14 
In this section, I will explore Tate’s understanding of Atua, Tangata, and Whenua. 
 
6.2.2 Atua 
Ko ngā atua ko rātou ngā kaihanga o te taiao whānui: ngā mano ao, ngā whetū, te rā 
me ngā mea ora katoa, ā, tae noa mai ki a tatou ki te tangata. E kīia ana, ko Io te atua 
nui. He maha rā ōna ingoa me ōna āhuatanga: Io-taketake, Io-matangaro, Io-te-
wānanga, Io-te-waiora, Io-te-whiwhia, Io-mataaho, te aha, te aha. Nāna ngā mea katoa 
i hanga. Ka pāohotia e ia te hau ki runga i te mata o Te Kore, ā, ka whai āhua ngā mea 
katoa. Ka puta i Te Kore ko te pōuri rāua ko te māramatanga. Tā te pōuri ko 
Papatūānuku; tā te māramatanga ko Ranginui.15 
E kii ana teetahi korero, i moe iho a Kupe i te poo ka kite i te Atua, i a Io, ka 
tohutohutanga mai ki a ia me whiti mai ia i te Moana-nui-a-Kiwa ki te whenua teeraa 
e whakakitea ki a ia “he whenua e tauria ana e te kohurangi, he whenua maakuukuu, e 
kakara ana te oneone, kei Tiritiri-o-te-moana e tai ana.”16 
The word Atua is used broadly within te ao Maaori. While the word, probably owing to intense 
Christian pressure, is often translated into English as an equivalent for “God,” the meaning 
within te reo Maaori (the Maaori language) is more complex. The Dictionary of the Maori 
Language (Williams’ Dictionary) defines Atua, in the first sense, as ‘God, demon, supernatural 
being, ghost.’ 17  Secondarily, the Williams’ Dictionary suggests an Atua is an ‘object of 
superstitious regard,’18 among other meanings. Edward Tregear, writing in 1891, defines Atua 
 
14 Tate, He Puna Iti, 38. Tate uses italics for Maaori words throughout his work. 
15 Barlow, Tikanga Whakaaro, 10. Te whakapaakehaa: ‘The atua are the gods responsible for the creation of the 
universe: the planets, stars, the sun, and every living thing on earth, including [humankind]. It is said that Io is the 
supreme god and he is known by many names: Io-taketake (from whom all things have sprung), Io-matangaro (Io 
of the hidden countenance), Io-te-wānanga (the all-knowing god), Io-te-waiora (Io the giver of life), Io-te-whiwhia 
(Io the omnipotent, the unfathomable one), Io-mataaho (Io of the flashing countenance). The power of Io moved 
upon the elements of chaos, and from chaos came eons of darkness, from which light was emitted. From these 
forms of energy, light and darkness, evolved Ranginui (Sky Father) and Papatūānuku (Earth Mother)’ (Barlow, 
Tikanga Whakaaro, 11). 
16 Pei Te Hurinui Jones, Nga iwi o Tainui: The Traditional History of the Tainui People: nga koorero tuku iho a 
nga tupuna, trans. Biggs (Auckland: Auckland University Press, 1995), 13. Te whakapaakehaa: One story tells 
that Kupe was asleep one night and saw the god Io who instructed him to cross the Great Sea of Kiwa to the land 
that would be revealed to him, ‘a land blanketed in mist, damp land, with sweet smelling soil, lying at Tiritiri-o-
te-moana’ (Jones, Nga iwi o Tainui, 12). 
17 Williams’ Dictionary, 20. 




similarly. In the first sense, he writes ‘God.’19 In the second sense, ‘A god, demon, supernatural 
being.’20 Finally, in the third sense Atua is described as ‘an idol.’21 The Reverend Dr Jubilee 
Turi Hollis (Whakatoohea, Ngaati Porou) tends to use the word Atua similarly in his doctoral 
thesis, “Te Atuatanga: Holding Te Karaitianatanga and Te Māoritanga Together Going 
Forward.”22 In his doctoral glossary, Hollis writes,  
Table 3: Turi Hollis Glossary23 
Atua, atua  God, god(s), demon(s), supernatural being(s), idol, 
Supreme Being  
 Te Atua The Christian God 
 Ngā atua a ngā tīpuna The ancestral gods 
 Atuatanga The kupu ‘atuatanga’ could refer to the domain over 
which te Atua (God) or ngā atua (gods) exercise 
authority and jurisdiction. ‘Atuatanga’ can be 
understood to refer to the nature and attributes of te 
Atua and/or ngā atua. Atuatanga can be understood 
to mean godliness. Atuatanga can also mean the 
study of the nature and attributes of te Atua and/or 
ngā atua. Atuatanga has been equated to the English 
word theology and some te Reo Māori experts 
considered it to be the closest word in Te Reo Māori 
(the Māori language) to the Greek derivative of 
theology (theo and logos) which means God (theo) 
and study (logos). 
However, Hollis later expands the meaning of Atua by drawing on Tregear,24 the Williams’ 
Dictionary,25 and Joan Metge.26 He suggests ‘an “atua” could also be an idol, such as a stone 
with human hair tied around it, but not necessarily a figurine resembling a human being’27 
 
19 Edward Tregear, Pakeha-Maori - Maori-Polynesian Comparative Dictionary (Wellington: Lyon and Blair, 
1891), 30. 
20 Tregear, Maori-Polynesian Comparative Dictionary, 30. 
21 Tregear, Maori-Polynesian Comparative Dictionary, 30. 
22 Hollis, “Te Atuatanga.” 
23 Hollis, “Te Atuatanga,” x. 
24 Tregear, Maori-Polynesian Comparative Dictionary, 30. 
25 Williams’ Dictionary, 20. 
26 Joan Metge, et al., Tui tui tuia: The Use of Māori in Worship in Te Tikanga Pākehā (Christchurch: Bicultural 
Education Committee, Diocese of Christchurch, 2005), 10. 




(Tregear), and also maintaining that ‘the word atua indicates something or someone imbued 
with spiritual power, without specifying whether it is human or non-human, male or female’28 
(Metge). 
When we turn to the dictionary from Te Taura Whiri i te Reo Māori (The Māori 
Language Commission), He Pātaka Kupu (HPK), we read a more nuanced understanding of 
the word Atua. They assert the capitalised form of Atua can refer to ‘Te ariki wairua matua o 
te Hāhi Karaitiana, o ngā iwi o Iharaira, o Ihirama hoki.’29 However, in the lower-case form 
(i.e. atua), they state, 
He mana wairua whāioio tuauriuri nō te wāhi ngaro, kei reira te ora, kei reira te 
mate ... Te wairua o te tangata kua mate, ka kitea, ka rangona rānei e te tangata ora ... 
He taniwha weriweri, he taniwha whakamataku, he taniwha whakatūpato.30 
From these perspectives, while the meaning of Atua certainly intersects with a 
traditional Christian understanding of a supreme God and other Gods, the meaning of the word 
Atua encompasses meanings beyond those in a traditional Christian framework. Tate, in 
agreement, asserts that originally 
… these guardians, named atua, were clearly not supreme beings. If we follow the 
logic of the creation story, then the Supreme Being is supreme precisely because it 
created everything else ... The missionaries seized upon this pre-existent term ‘atua’ 
to name the Christian God. In written language they used the capitalised form, Atua, 
to distinguish it from lesser atua.31 
Graham Cameron (Piriraakau, Ngaati Ranginui) has strongly criticised the 
appropriation of Atua as God/god. He argues that this was and is a simplistic missionary 
innovation heavily influenced by the Catholic and Protestant understanding of a Judeo-
Christian God.32 That is to say, the appropriation of the word Atua came from the missionaries 
superimposing their belief upon the word in contrast to understanding the word as it existed in 
te reo Maaori and te maatauranga Maaori (Maaori knowledge/understanding). 
Dr Ihirangi Heke (Waikato Tainui) records the koorero of Tukaki Waititi (Ngaati Hine, 
 
28 Metge, Tui Tui Tuia, 10 in Hollis, “Te Atuatanga,” 23. 
29 New Zealand Māori Language Commission, He Pātaka Kupu: Te Kai a te Rangatira, 42. Te whakapaakehaa: 
The main spiritual lord of the Christian Church, of the tribes of Israel, and of Islam. 
30 HPK, 42. Te whakapaakehaa: The innumerable spiritual powers in the spiritual realm, where there is life and 
death … The spirits of the people who have died, but can be seen or felt by the living people … A horrible guardian, 
a frightening guardian, a cautionary guardian. 
31 Tate, He Puna Iti, 39 emphasis original. 
32 Graham Bidois Cameron, “‘That You Might Stand Here on the Roof of the Clouds.’ The Development of 





Te Whaanau-a-Apanui), who says the term te Atua is a missionary invention.33 Waititi argues 
that before the arrival of the missionaries, Atua were regarded as guardians and kaitiaki of 
various environmental realms.34 Therefore, there is not te Atua only he/ngaa Atua (a/some Atua, 
the Atua (pl.)).35 Cameron continues by asserting that not only did the missionaries appropriate 
the word through poor translation, but they also directly mapped Christian theology and the 
implications of said theology onto their translations and thoughts about Atua Maaori. 36 
Consequently, Atua Maaori were relegated by the missionaries as inferior to the Christian God 
and demonic and evil.37 
Cameron traces this development of the understanding of Atua to Elsdon Best’s 
interpretation.38 Best’s interpretation, Cameron argues, superimposed a hierarchical view so 
that he could create a classification system for the Atua Maaori.39 Cameron writes, 
Best’s hierarchy from Io as the progenitor to departmental gods as originating beings, 
tribal gods and finally ancestors was a division based primarily on how widely known 
the different atua were, expecting the knowledge of Io who Best considered fulfilled 
his quest to find a recognisably monotheistic centre to indigenous cosmology.40 
In rejecting this superimposition of traditional Christian theology upon maatauranga Maaori, 
Cameron turns to his understanding of Atua from his iwi to demonstrate why Best’s 
interpretation of Atua is erroneous. 
Cameron begins by providing an example from the iwi Tauranga Moana. They 
commonly used Atua to refer to ancestors. Dr Jim Williams (Ngaai Tahu) agrees, stating that 
‘Atua is often translated as “gods” but it is rather more helpful to remember that present 
generations are linked to them by whakapapa and therefore to think of them as “ancestors of 
ongoing influence”.’41 In light of the understanding from Tauranga Moana, Cameron defines 
 
33 Ihirangi Heke, “Introducing the Atua Matua Māori Health Framework,” (2016), 3–4. 
34 Heke, “Atua Matua Māori Health Framework,” 3. 
35 Heke, “Atua Matua Māori Health Framework,” 3. ‘Ki nga mihinare, he “God” te Atua, he “Lord” te Ariki i 
mua o te taenga mai o nga mihinare me enei whakamarama mo aua kupu, he kaitiaki whai mana motuhake te 
atua, he rangatira matua mo te iwi te ariki. I enei wa, e tuki ana nga whakaaro te nuinga o tatou i te kuare ko 
tehea, ko tehea’ (Heke, “Atua Matua Māori Health Framework,” 3). Te whakapaakehaa: ‘To the missionaries, 
‘atua’ meant god and ‘ariki' meant lord. However, before the arrival of missionaries the definition for these words 
was that atua were guardians of environmental knowledge and ariki was a word to describe supreme tribal 
leaders. These days most people are ignorant of which is which’ (Heke, “Atua Matua Māori Health Framework,” 
3). 
36 Cameron, “Development of Pirirākau Theology,” 52. 
37 Cameron, “Development of Pirirākau Theology,” 52; Williams’ Dictionary, 20; Tregear, Maori-Polynesian 
Comparative Dictionary, 30. 
38 Cameron, “Development of Pirirākau Theology,” 52–3. 
39 Cameron, “Development of Pirirākau Theology,” 52–3. 
40 Cameron, “Development of Pirirākau Theology,” 52–3. 




Atua through its etymology. Hence, he writes, 
Re-examining the word provides some clarity to how it came to be used for such a 
variety of ideas: “a” can mean belonging to or of; “tua” is a locative that means 
beyond or the other side or apart. So an atua is basically something or someone that is 
from that place which is beyond us in our physical reality; hence the sense of being a 
divine being or an ancestor.42 
According to this definition, Best’s taxonomy is inherently superficial. First, Best 
assumes that the Atua Maaori have supernatural power from beyond the limitations of the 
tangible reality. 43  However, ‘there is no sense in which the word “atua” conveys the 
characteristics of the mana or power and authority of a being from beyond.’44 Therefore, to 
place the Atua Maaori in a hierarchy based on a presumption of their supernatural power 
demonstrates a profound misunderstanding of Atua. Second, Cameron argues that Best also 
misunderstands the relationship between the Atua Maaori and the relationship between Atua 
Maaori and Tangata. 
Therefore, Cameron proposes understanding Atua in two categories. The first category 
he proposes are the ‘atua take.’45 The atua take are the ‘originating beings’46 who are largely 
unaffected by human beings. The second category, ‘atua wawao,’47 were those beings who 
could be influenced by the people’s direction, manipulation, and beseechment. These were the 
atua that could be influenced ‘to act in certain ways if appropriate and correct processes were 
followed.’48 However, the intervention of the atua wawao did not always benefit those seeking 
their intervention. If the ‘appropriate and correct processes’ were not followed, the atua wawao 
would be expected to act negatively towards those attempting to influence them.49 Another role 
of the atua wawao was that they could mediate between the atua take and the people. Hence, 
while the people typically could not influence atua take50 to a particular action, the people could 
influence the atua wawao to mediate to the atua take on their behalf, thereby moving the atua 
take into action. 
 
Society, eds. Kaʻai, et al. (Auckland, New Zealand: Pearson Longman, 2004), 50. 
42 Cameron, “Development of Pirirākau Theology,” 52. 
43 Cameron, “Development of Pirirākau Theology,” 52. 
44 Cameron, “Development of Pirirākau Theology,” 52. 
45 Cameron, “Development of Pirirākau Theology,” 53. 
46 Cameron, “Development of Pirirākau Theology,” 53. 
47 Cameron, “Development of Pirirākau Theology,” 53. 
48 Cameron, “Development of Pirirākau Theology,” 53. 
49 Cameron, “Development of Pirirākau Theology,” 53. 
50 It is worth restating the formatting principle as it relates to underlining, as mentioned in ”Te Tuhi Tikanga moo 
teenei tuhi roa (Orthography).” When the distinction between English words and Maaori words is difficult to 
discern or could be confusing, the whole Maaori phrase will be underlined to clarify which parts of the sentence 




We can see from this short study that there is a diverse understanding of the meaning 
of the word Atua. This word was appropriated by Christian theology to refer primarily to the 
conception of a supreme God who reigns over all other gods and existence. However, this 
appropriation superimposes a foreign understanding of God/god/supernatural beings onto the 
word Atua and into Maaori understanding. If we centre our discussion on the understandings 
that originate in Maaori thought, we arrive at quite a different picture of Atua. In this line of 
thought, there is a freedom of ambiguity in understanding Atua, rather than referring to a 
hierarchy of spiritual beings. Atua, from this perspective, generally refers to the great variety 
of spiritual beings in the spiritual world. In this train of thought, the Christian God could be 
understood to exist as one of the many Atua in the spiritual world. We might also consider 
Jesus as an Atua through the ancestor understanding from Tauranga Moana and Cameron’s 
description of the Atua wawao. 
Tate, writing as a Maaori Catholic theologian, primarily engages with the concept of 
Atua within a Maaori Christian belief system.51 Hence, he assumes the existence of a supreme 
God, which he sees as the ultimate origin of all other beings.52 Atua, in Tate’s use, mainly refers 
to this supreme God.53 However, Tate simultaneously refuses to exclude the breadth of meaning 
in the word Atua.54 Therefore, while Tate most often refers to a Christian understanding of a 
supreme God when he uses “Atua,” he also includes the Atua Maaori as children of the 
Christian God.55 
Similarly, for this thesis that engages with the Christian biblical texts, Atua will refer 
to both the Christian concept of the supreme God and refer to Jesus as he Atua. However, it is 
important to note, in light of this brief survey of the word Atua, that we (Paakehaa) must 
cautiously remember that the Atua is not a perfect equivalent of “God” and that we are using a 
limited definition of Atua when we connect Atua to the Judeo-Christian God and Jesus. In this 
sense, the Judeo-Christian God and Jesus are Atua among many Atua. 
Nā, te pūtake mai i konei tēnei mea te rangatiratanga. Arā, hei pupuri i te mana 
 
51 Tate, He Puna Iti, 38–9. 
52 Tate, He Puna Iti, 39. 
53 ‘This choice of naming is not without controversy. One disputed alternative name for God is Io, which may 
have been used by some Māori tribes to name the Supreme Being before the arrival of the European. For the 
purposes of this presentation, we use the term Atua in naming God.’ (Tate, He Puna Iti, 39). 
54 Tate, He Puna Iti, 39. 
55 ‘These guardians, named atua, were clearly not supreme beings. If we follow the logic of creation stories, then 
the Supreme Being is supreme precisely because it created everything else. The atua then become expressions of 
what in Christian theology is providence, but in spheres specific to each. The relationship of these spheres of 
creation to one another appears to be grounded only in the unity of the Creator who brought them into being. The 
atua relate back to their creator and therefore to one another. This is expressed in the creation stories by the notion 




tangata me te whenua. Engari, ko ngā mea anō e tika ana, e pupuri ana hoki i ngā 
tikanga. Ko ērā anō ngā mea e tohia ki te Tohi-Whaka-Uenuku. Nā, ka waiho i roto i 
ngā Whare Wānanga o Tainui, me tērā waka hoki me Te Arawa, ko Uenuku kei atua. 
Mā Uenuku atu ki a Io. Arā, ko Uenuku ki te nuinga o te iwi, ko Io i ngā tohunga 
anake o te Whare Wānanga.56 
 
6.2.3 Tangata 
Ko Tainui te waka 
Ko Taupiri te maunga 
Ko Waikato te awa 
Ko Waikato te iwi 
Ko Ngaati Whaawhaakia te hapuu 
Ko Kaitumutumu te marae 
Ko Pootatau Te Wherowhero te tangata 
He Piko, he taniwha 
He piko, he taniwha 
Waikato taniwharau 
The denoted meaning of Tangata 57  is well-known and relatively uncontroversial. Tangata 
commonly refers to a member of the human species without any reference to gender or sex. 
However, when the first letter, “ta,” is lengthened to “taa,” the term takes on a plural meaning, 
i.e., human beings. According to Tate, the word is used to speak specifically of a member of 
humanity distinct from other existing realities in creation.’58 This distinction is clear in Tate’s 
model, which distinguishes Tangata from Atua and Whenua. We see a similar sense in HPK 
which defines Tangata as ‘He tāne, he wahine rānei ... He tangata kore mana ka mauheretia hei 
kaimahi mā tētahi atu.’59 The Williams’ Dictionary generally agrees, stating, ‘Man, human 
being … serf, slave.’60 
 
56 Pei Te Hurinui Jones, He tuhi marei-kura: nga korero a te Māori mo te hanganga mai o te ao no nga whare 
wananga o Tainui (Kirikiroa: Aka & Associates Limited, 2013), 81–2. Te whakapaakehaa: ‘It was thus the chiefs 
first arose. That is, they were set up to uphold the mana over man and over the land. Only those who were best 
fitted were raised up in this manner to chieftainship, and anointed in the Whaka-Uenuku. It had, therefore, come 
about in the houses of learning of the Tainui and Arawa peoples that Uenuku was revered as a god and as a 
medium between man and Io, the Supreme Being. The marea only knew of Uenuku as a god, and it was only the 
priests in the Whare Wānanga who knew of and uttered the name of Io’ (Pei Te Hurinui Jones, He tuhi marei-
kura = A Treasury of Sacred Writings: A Māori Account of the Creation, Based on the Priestly Lore of the Tainui 
People (Hamilton: Aka & Associates Limited, 2013), 105). 
57 Tangata and Whenua are capitalised throughout this thesis when referring to each word as an overall concept. 
When the terms are use in a phrase (i.e. te tapu i te tangata, tangata whenua) they are not capitalised. 
58 Tate, He Puna Iti, 39. 
59 HPK, 847. Te whakapaakehaa: A man or a woman … a person without power who is captive as a worker (slave) 
for another. 




What is emphasised in Tate’s model is that Tangata also invokes the relational identity 
of a person. Thus, Tangata not only refers to an individual identity but also one’s relational and 
communal identities. Specifically, Tangata contains the ‘whānau, hapū or iwi’61  identities 
which form and inform the basis of a person’s identity. 
The whaanau identity refers to a person in relation to their family. The family refers to 
an extended family group of four or five generations – those bound by blood in living 
memory.62 Te Kaawa, using an etymological analysis, argues that those who descend from 
one’s grandparents are a part of the whaanau group.63 The word whaanau has a double meaning. 
It can refer to the family described above, but whaanau can also mean birth, giving birth and 
being born.64 Dr Cleve Barlow (Ngaa Puhi) tells us that the leader of a whaanau is a kaumatua 
(elder).65 The hapuu is a collection of whaanau with a common ancestor from many generations 
ago, often translated as subtribe.66 Once again, hapuu also has a double meaning. It means both 
subtribe and to be pregnant.67 The leader of this group is the rangatira.68 Finally, the iwi is the 
largest of the groups composed of many whaanau and hapuu, all of whom share a common 
ancestor from generations long past.69 Iwi both means tribe and bone. The leader of this final 
 
61 Tate, He Puna Iti, 39. 
62 ‘Ka puta ki te whaiao, ki te ao mārama (o te pēpē, o te kūao) ... Ka whakaputa (i te pēpē, i te kūao) ki te whaiao ... 
He huinga tāngata he herenga toto, he herenga whakapapa ō rātou ki a rātou anō, he wāhanga rātou nō tētahi hapū, 
nō tōtahi iwi ... He huinga tāngata e hono tahi ana, e mahi tahi ana i raro i tētahi kaupapa.’ (HPK, 1153). Te 
whakapaakehaa: Emerging into the daylight, into the world of light (of the baby or baby animal) … Causing to 
emerge (the baby or the baby animal) into the daylight, into the world of light … A group of people bound together 
by blood, bound together by their genalogical links with one another, they are a part belonging to a subtribe and 
a tribe. 
63 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 50. ‘Anyone who descends from their grandparents is considered 
whānau or family. Once the genealogy extends beyond three generations the realm of hapū (subtribe) is entered 
and the further back the genealogy extends it eventually emerges into the realm of iwi (tribe) and nation’ (Te 
Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 50). 
64 HPK, 1153. Be born ... Be in childbed ... Offspring, family group ... Family ... A familiar term of address to a 
number of people. (Williams’ Dictionary, 487. 
65 ‘Koia nei te rōpū nui o te Māori. He maha rā ngā hapū i roto i te iwi kotahi. He ariki te rangatira kei runga i te 
tūranga teitei o te iwi. Ka noho te iwi i tētahi wāhi o te whenua. Tirohia te whakapapa i raro nei: 
Iwi – Ariki 
Hapū – Rangatira 
Whānau – Kaumātua (Barlow, Tikanga Whakaaro, 32). 
Te whakapaakehaa: ‘The iwi is the largest political unit in Māori society. One iwi or tribe is composed of many 
hapū. An ariki or paramount chief is the leader of the tribe 
Tribe – Ariki 
SubTribe – Rangatira 
Extended family – Kaumātua 
A tribe normally occupies a particular area of land which has been in their possession for many generations’ 
(Barlow, Tikanga Whakaaro, 33). 
66 Barlow, Tikanga Whakaaro, 20–1. 
67 HPK, 78; Williams’ Dictionary, 36. 
68 Barlow, Tikanga Whakaaro, 32–3. 




group, according to Barlow, is the Ariki.70 
Hence, Tate’s understanding of Tangata refers to a person individually. Their identity 
as a member of various yet related kingroups is simultaneously invoked. Generally speaking, 
Tate applies Tangata to speak about the self, 71  another person, 72  other people, 73  and 
communities.74 In my application of his framework in Chapter 8, Tangata refers to Paul, the 
Corinthian Christian community, and some subgroups in the Corinthian Christian community. 
 
6.2.4 Whenua 
Waikato te awa, 
Katohia, katohia he wai maau 
Katohia he wai maau, ka eke ki te puuaha o Waikato te awa 
He piko he taniwha, he piko he taniwha 
Kia tuupato raa kei tahuri koe 
I ngaa aukaha o Waikato 
Whakamau too titiro ki tawhiti raa 
Ko Taupiri te maunga, Pootatau te tangata 
Te mauri o te motu e! … 
Kati koa too hoe 
Titiro whakakatau too kanohi 
Ko Maungatautari, Ko Ngaati Korokii, Ko Arapuni raa 
Te rohe o te tuna e 
E piki haere too waka 
Ko Waipapa, ko Maraetai, 
Ko Whakamaru 
Titiraupenga he maunga manu 
Ko Ngaati Raukawa e hoa 
He Pātaka Kupu defines Whenua, in one sense, as 
Ngā wāhi totoka o te mata o te ao kāore e ngaro ana i te wai; tētahi rohenga, tētahi 
takiwā o tēnei kei raro i te mana tangata … Te takotoranga oneone rahi nō tētahi iwi, 
he kāwanatanga, he mana whakahaere motuhake tōna.75 
That is to say that Whenua often refers to the land above the waters of lakes, seas, and 
 
70 Barlow, Tikanga Whakaaro, 32–3. 
71 Tate, He Puna Iti, 52, 69–71, 87–90. 
72 Tate, He Puna Iti, 52–3, 69–71, 87–90. 
73 Tate, He Puna Iti, 52–7, 70–1, 90–5. 
74 Tate, He Puna Iti, 52–7, 70–1, 90–5. 
75 HPK, 1169–70. Te whakapaakehaa: The solid places of the face of the world which are not hidden by water; a 
boundary, a district of this under the power of humans. … The large geography belonging to a tribe, a government, 




oceans that are under the care of Tangata. Whenua can also refer to geography in a more 
political sense as the area under the control of a specific people. As used by Tate, Whenua 
primarily refers to the land. For Tate, Whenua also refers to the non-human element of much 
within te ao maarama (the seen world).  
Whenua also has another related meaning. Within te reo Maaori, Whenua is also the 
name for the umbilical cord and the placenta, which connect a foetus with the mother. 76 
Professor Hirini Moko Mead (Ngaati Awa, Ngaati Tuuwharetoa, Tuuhourangi) points out that 
this is more than a coincidental homograph in the language. He explains that just as ‘whenua, 
as placenta, sustains life and the connection between the foetus and the placenta is through the 
umbilical cord. This fact of life is a metaphor for te whenua, as land, and is the basis for the 
high value placed on land.’77 
The recognition of the people’s connection to the land is demonstrated in a few ways. 
First, there is the tikanga (custom) around the whenua (placenta) following the whaanau (birth) 
of the child. The whenua (placenta) is cared for by the whaanau (family) and later buried in 
their whenua (land), ‘hence the whenua returns to the whenua.’78  Second, the people are 
sustained by the land (food, shelter, places of inhabitation), and the people care for and 
maintain the land. Finally, the cycle is complete at the person’s death: ‘At death, the body was 
buried in a place sacred to the whānau … This symbolises interconnectedness between people 
and the land, which is the basis of the phrase for local people: tāngata whenua.’79 
We can also see the intimate connection between the word sets connected to Whenua 
and whaanau. Kaʻai and Higgins explain the term Whenua in this way: 
A term commonly used to refer to land. However, it is linked to the notion of birth in 
that it also refers to the placenta, which according to tikanga Māori is returned to the 
land. The act of giving birth is referred to as whānau. The term hapū in this context 
refers to being pregnant. Therefore, the term whenua underpins the kinship structure 
and the very essence of Māori society.80 
Hence, the complete conceptual understanding of one’s relationship with the Whenua 
stems from these concrete actions and states of being over successive generations. Through the 
ongoing relationship between the Tangata and the Whenua, the identities of both begin to 
 
76 ‘He huinga pūtau kōpae te hanga ka tipu i te kōpū o te whaea, o te whāereere, hei hono i ana toto ki ō te kukune, 
e whakawhitihia ai te hāora, te kai, me ngā para ... Te ewe me ngā kiriuhi kukune ka peia atu i te kōpū i muri i te 
whānautanga mai o te pēpē, o te kūao rānei.’ 
77 Mead, Tikanga Maori, 269. 
78 Mead, Tikanga Maori, 269. 
79 Williams, “Papa-tūā-nuku,” 50. 




identify the other. Dr Jim Williams writes, ‘Through their deeds, ancestors’ mauri has become 
the mauri of the place where the deed was performed and accordingly, the ancestor is seen as 
being part of that place.’81 According to Williams’ comment, there has been an intertwining of 
the identities through the relationships and actions of the tuupuna in a particular area for many 
generations. Hence, over generations, the land becomes integral to the identity of the person. 
Māori Marsden (Te Aupoouri, Ngaati Takoto, Ahipara, Ngawawara) and Te Aroha 
Henare (Ngaati Hine) skilfully sum up this relationship between Whenua and Tangata. They 
write, 
Just as the foetus is nurtured in the mother’s womb and after the baby’s birth upon her 
breast, so all life forms are nurtured in the womb and upon the earth’s breast. Man is 
an integral part therefore of the natural order and recipients of her bounty. He is her 
son and therefore, as every son has social obligations to fulfill towards his parents, 
siblings and other members of the whānau, so has man an obligation to Mother Earth 
and her whānau to promote their welfare and good.82 
So we can see that one’s identity, according to this survey of maatauranga Maaori, is 
fundamentally intertwined with the Whenua. First, we can see that te mauri o ngaa tuupuna 
(the life-force of the ancestors) with te mauri o te whenua (the life-force of the land) becomes 
intertwined through the relationship being built with the land over lifetimes and generations. 
Second, we notice in te tikanga moo te whenua i muri i te whaanautanga (the customs for the 
afterbirth following the birth) that the whenua (placenta) is returned to the whenua (land) as a 
sacrament of a relational truth. Finally, these means of intertwining become expressed in the 
identity statements of the hapuu and the iwi as an expression of their generational symbiotic 
relationship and the mutual responsibility of kaitiakitanga toward one another. Together, these 
aspects demonstrate why Tate has identified Whenua rather than Taiao (Kaʻai and Higgins)83 
for his framework. It is this complex relationship between the Tangata and Whenua that Tate 
invokes throughout his book. 
As land-focused as Tate’s framework may be, Tate makes sure to remind us that his 
perspective of Whenua for his framework also includes many other non-human beings within 
te ao maarama (the seen world). Therefore, within Whenua as a category, Tate includes the 
animals, the plants, and other non-human physical entities within te ao maarama. Furthermore, 
 
81 Williams, “Papa-tūā-nuku,” 50. 
82 Māori Marsden and Te Aroha Henare, “Kaitiakitanga: A Definitive Introduction to the Holistic World View of 
the Maori,” in The Woven Universe: Selected Writings of Rev. Māori Marsden, ed. Royal (Otaki: The Estate of 
Rev Māori Marsden, 2003), 66. 




these beings are affected by their relationship with other created realities such as ‘rangi, whetū, 
rā, marama, hau,’84 and ‘the atua kaitiaki’85 who have authority over various aspects of te ao 
maarama. 86  Hence, when we speak of Whenua, we also invoke these complex sets of 




6.3.1 Te Tapu 
He maha rā ngā tikanga me ngā tū āhuatanga o tēnei kupu. Tuatahi, ko te tapu nui, 
koia tērā te mana o ngā atua. Nō reira i tapu ai ngā mea katoa nā te mea nā Io ngā mea 
katoa i hanga mai i runga anō i tōna āhua, i tōna āhua. He tapu tō te whenua, tō te 
moana, tō te ngahere me ngā mea ora katoa e haereere ana i runga i te mata o te 
whenua. 
He tapu anō tō te tangata. Mātua tuatahi, nā ngā atua ia i hanga; tuarua, ka tapu ia i 
runga i tōna hiahia kia noho toni ia i raro i te mana, i te maru rānei o ngā atua. Koia 
tēnei ko te tapu kāhore e tino mārama ana ki te nuinga o ngā tāngata.88 
Tapu is a complex spiritual attribute within maatauranga Maaori (Maaori 
thought/understanding). One understanding of Tapu has been handed down from the 
observations and interpretations by the early ethnographers, anthropologists, and missionaries. 
Elsdon Best believed that Tapu was a belief system designed to instil the notion that the Atua 
punishes various transgressions. 89  He notes that while some of his contemporaries would 
interpret Tapu as meaning sacred, he believed its characteristic of prohibition more truly 
defined the concept of Tapu.90 This was because he partly believed ‘[the rules of tapu] were 
 
84 Tate, He Puna Iti, 39. 
85 Tate, He Puna Iti, 40. 
86 Tate, He Puna Iti, 39–40. 
87 Tate, He Puna Iti, 40. 
88 Barlow, Tikanga Whakaaro, 125. Te whakapaakehaa: ‘There are many meanings and conditions associated 
with tapu. First and foremost, tapu is the power and influence of the gods. Everything has inherent tapu because 
everything was created by Io (Supreme God), each after its kind or species. The land has tapu as well as the 
oceans, rivers and forests, and all living things that are upon the earth. 
Likewise, mankind has tapu. In the first instance, man is tapu becuase he is created by the gods. Secondly, he 
becomes tapu in accordance with his desire to remain under the influence and protective powers of the gods. This 
is the kind of tapu that eludes the understanding of most people’ (Barlow, Tikanga Whakaaro, 128). 
89 Elsdon Best, Tuhoe: The Children of the Mist: A Sketch of the Origin, History, Myths and Beliefs of the Tuhoe 
Tribe of the Maori of New Zealand: With Some Account of Other Early Tribes of the Bay of Plenty District, 2nd 
ed. (Wellington: Published for the Polynesian Society by A. H. & A. W. Reed, 1972), 1019–21. 




those of negation.’91 
This definition is also prevalent in the Williams’ Dictionary understanding. The 
Williams’ Dictionary places a particular emphasis on Tapu as a religious and spiritual 
restriction, meaning 
Under religious or superstitious restriction ... Beyond one’s power, inaccessible ... 
sacred ... Ceremonial restriction, quality or condition of being subject to such 
restriction.92 
In Tregear’s understanding, the religious and spiritual characteristic of tapu remains. However, 
Tregear also adds a dimension of impurity or uncleanness in his definition of tapu: 
under restriction; prohibited. Used in two senses: 1. Sacred, holy; hedged with 
religious sanctity … To be defiled, as a common person who touches some chief, or 
tapued property; entering a prohibited dwelling; handling a corpse or human bones; 
cooking food at a sacred fire; a warrior breaking chastity, or one who touches a 
woman at the time of her monthly period … Beyond one’s power.93 
Similarly to the approach to Atua above, if we consider Tapu by first turning to Maaori sources, 
we discover it is a much more complex and intricate concept than what has been promulgated 
by other sources.  
Following Tate’s research, Tapu can be viewed from three related perspectives. First, 
the personalised understanding, as one’s inherent being in and of itself (te tapu i).94 Second, the 
relational understanding, as the relational link between beings (te tapu o). Finally, Tapu as the 
‘restricted or controlled access to other beings.’ 95  This section will now unpack Tate’s 
understanding of the three aspects of Tapu. 
 
6.3.2 Te Tapu i 
Tate characterises this first aspect of Tapu as actual existence. He writes, ‘Te tapu i exists or 
has existence. Everything that exists is tapu. Tapu begins with existence.’96 While te tapu i can 
 
91 Best, Tuhoe, 1021. 
92 Williams’ Dictionary, 385. 
93 Tregear, Maori-Polynesian Comparative Dictionary, 472. 
94 These Tapu and Mana terms from Tate are often used throughout this chapter, Appendix 3 has been provided 
as a focused glossary to reference throughout this chapter. 
95 Tate, He Puna Iti, 45. 




be created by te mana o, it cannot be destroyed, only diminished.97 Similarly, Moko Mead tells 
us that ‘the most important spiritual attribute is one’s personal tapu. This attribute is inherited 
from the Māori parent (or parents) and comes with the genes. … [Personal tapu] pervades all 
of the other attributes of the self.’98  
 
6.3.2.1 Te Tapu i te Atua 
Tapu as existence and inherent being relates to Atua in four ways. First, te tapu i te Atua is a 
recognition of the beingness and existence of Atua. This aspect is the intrinsic quality of being 
which all existent beings possess. What is unique to Atua is that its existence is self-existent 
and not reliant on the existence of another being. When we look toward te tapu i in relation to 
Tangata and Whenua in particular, what we will find is that they exist as emanations, extensions, 
or creations of Atua and are therefore not self-existent. For this reason, in the Io tradition from 
some tribes, one of the names for the supreme Atua is ‘Io-matua-kore’99 (‘the parentless’).100 
Dr Pei Te Hurinui Jones writes, ‘Ko ia nō Te Tuatahi mai Arā, kāore ōna nei mātua.’101 In other 
tribal traditions, it is Rangi and Papa from whom all other Tapu descend.102 Therefore, we might 
conclude that all beings exist due to their descent from Atua. 
The Io tradition maintains a belief in a supreme deity. While this tradition is 
controversial, due to critiques that it could be a post-colonisation development in Maaori 
cosmology (i.e., an adaptation influenced by Christianity), there is evidence of this tradition in 
the tribal areas of Ngaati Kahungunu, Waikato, Ngaai Tahu, Tairaawhiti, Te Rarawa, Ngaa 
Puhi, and Ngaati Whaatua.103 However, some within those tribal areas, along with those outside 
these tribal areas, do not have evidence of the Io tradition. 104  Instead, they begin their 
 
97 Tate, He Puna Iti, 70, 98. 
98 Mead, Tikanga Maori, 43. 
99 Jones, He tuhi marei-kura = A Treasury of Sacred Writings, 42; H. T. Whatahoro, et al., The Lore of the Whare-
Wānanga, or, Teachings of the Māori College on Religion, Cosmogony and History, trans. Smith 2 vols.; vol. 1 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), 13; Māori Marsden, “God, Man and Universe, A Māori View,” 
in The Woven Universe: Selected Writings of Rev. Māori Marsden, ed. Royal (Otaki: The Estate of Rev Māori 
Marsden, 2003), 16. 
100 Marsden, “God, Man and Universe,” 16. 
101 Jones, He tuhi marei-kura: nga korero a te Māori, 26; Whatahoro, et al., Lore of the Whare-Wānanga, 16, 110; 
Marsden, “God, Man and Universe,” 16. Te whakapaakehaa: ‘For He had no parent. He was of the beginning’ 
(Jones, He tuhi marei-kura = A Treasury of Sacred Writings, 44). 
102 Mead, Tikanga Maori, 44. 
103 Tate, He Puna Iti, 233–37; Marsden, “God, Man and Universe,” 16–9; Michael Reilly, “Te Tīmatanga mai o 
te Ao: The Beginning of the World,” in Te Kōparapara: An Introduction to the Māori World, eds. Reilly, et al. 
(Auckland: Auckland University Press, 2018), 13–7. 




cosmology with Rangi-nui and Papa tuu-aa-nuku. 105  The Io tradition also contains the 
puuraakau (origin stories) concerning Rangi and Papa. However, in the Io tradition, Rangi and 
Papa are created by Io.106 Nevertheless, I draw on the Io tradition because it is a part of the 
cosmology of Waikato, in whose lands I grew up. 
Since all things emanate from one ultimate source, all beings can relate to everything 
else through their descent from the ultimate source. Therefore, te tapu i te Atua is the basis and 
source for all relational links between all other existent beings.107 We can observe this in some 
of the names given to Io in the Io tradition, such as ‘Io-matua’108 (‘Io the Parent,’109 ‘the first 
parent’)110 and ‘Io-taketake’111 (‘Io the Origin of all Things,’112 ‘the foundation of all things’).113  
Another characteristic of te tapu i te Atua that we might observe is that Atua is without 
imperfection. Both the intrinsic being of Atua and the qualities of Atua exist in completeness. 
They are without any diminishment or deficiency. Because te tapu i te Atua exists fully, in 
completeness, the inherent being of Atua is not vulnerable to the effects of violation or 
transgression. Nevertheless, other aspects of Atua can be affected by violation and 
transgression, as we will see below. Once again, Te Hurinui Jones provides us with some names 
of Io which recognise the absolute completeness of te tapu i te Atua: ‘Io-nui’114  (‘Io the 
Supreme,’115 ‘the infinite one’)116 ‘Io-roa’117 (‘Io the Omnipotent,’118 ‘the eternal one’).119 ‘Io-i-
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te-wānanga’ 120  (‘Io the Omniscient,’ 121  ‘the all-wise’), 122  and ‘Io-mata-aho’ 123  (‘Io the 
Omnipresent,’124 ‘of the glorious blinding countenance’).125 
Finally, te tapu i te Atua is not merely the source of each being in existence but also the 
being through whom all others are fulfilled. Similarly, as the source of each relationship, te 
tapu i te Atua exists as the being through whom all relationships reach fulfilment. Thus, we 
might say that all relationships become fulfilled through the acknowledgement, understanding, 
and outworked consequences of the reality of Atua as the source of all relationships. In this 
sense, we might understand the name for Io from te Whare Waananga o Tainui (sacred house 
of learning of Tainui), ‘Io-i-te-waiora’126 (‘Io the Giver of the Essence of Life’).127 
 
6.3.2.2 Te Tapu i te Tangata 
Tapu as inherent being, as it relates to Tangata, is different from te tapu i te Atua (inherent 
being of Atua). This is because te tapu i te tangata (inherent being of the person) first recognises 
that ultimately te tapu i te tangata descends from te tapu i te Atua, which is the source, rather 
than being the same as te tapu i te Atua.128 Hence, in te tapu i te tangata, tangata is linked to te 
tapu i te Atua. Through this link, tangata is also linked to te tapu i eetahi atu tangata katoa me 
te tapu i te whenua (the inherent being of all other people and the land), all of whom are also 
descended from the source, Atua.129 
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Te tapu i te tangata begins at the conception of a new person. At conception, te tapu i 
te tangata is created as a distinct individual being and a member of various communal identities 
(whaanau, hapuu, iwi). Therefore, te tapu i te tangata, like te tapu i te Atua, possesses the power 
to beget other Tapu. These Tapu share in the identities of their parents while simultaneously 
possessing their own identities as people. Hence, the Tapu of the parents is passed down to 
their children through conception. 
We might also consider te tapu i te tangata as the inherent being of the whole person. 
However, there are further facets of the person to consider that contribute to the wholeness and 
wellbeing of the person. Emeritus Professor Sir Mason Durie’s (Rangitaane, Ngaati Kauwhata, 
Ngaati Raukawa) work on ‘Te Whare Tapa Whā’130 leads us to identify the facets of ‘taha 
wairua (the spiritual side), taha hinengaro (thoughts and feelings), taha tinana (the physical 
side), taha whānau (family)’131 in te tapu i te tangata. Each of these facets of the person affects 
the overall health of the person’s personal Tapu. This means that te tapu i te tangata is 
inherently tied up with a person’s spirituality, emotional health, physical health, and the health 
of their relationships with whaanau, hapuu, and iwi. The enhancement or diminishment of one 
of these facets will respectively enhance or diminish te tapu i te tangata. Furthermore, the health 
of one of these facets also affects the health of the other three facets. 
Finally, te tapu i te tangata, as a descendent of Atua, does not initially exist in its fulness 
and totality.132 Instead, the fullness of te tapu i te tangata is discovered and revealed by tangata 
throughout their life.133 Te tutukitanga i te tapu i te tangata (the fulfilment of the inherent being 
of the person) is directly affected by the actions and work of the person.134 Through performing 
rituals, recognising one’s identity, relationships, and values, te tapu i te tangata progresses and 
will come to exist in its totality.135 
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6.3.2.3 Te Tapu i te Whenua 
Te tapu i te whenua, like te tapu i te tangata, affirms the distinct existence of the land; the 
whenua ‘exists in its own right’ as descendent of Atua.136 Within Maaori cosmology, te tapu i 
te whenua existed before te tapu i te tangata. Furthermore, te tapu i te tangata descends from te 
tapu i te Atua as its ultimate source and flows from te tapu i te whenua. Tangata was created 
by the offspring (ngaa Atua) of Whenua (Papatuuaanuku) and Rangi (Ranginui).137 Taane 
formed human beings from the Whenua.138  
What we perceive of Whenua is not merely what we can see but also the relational links. 
Te tapu i te whenua is enhanced by Atua and Tangata. Through caring for and maintaining the 
land, te tapu i te whenua is enhanced by Atua and Tangata. Tangata can also enhance and 
impair the relationship between Atua and Whenua by choosing to work with Whenua towards 
its fulfilment in all that Whenua can be or by choosing to pollute and destroy Whenua.139 
Symbiotically, te tapu i te whenua enhances te tapu i te tangata because Whenua sustains and 
provides for Tangata. Through the shared historical relationship between Whenua and Tangata, 
the inherent being of both can be enhanced or diminished throughout generations. We can 
observe some of this through the recitations of pepeha (tribal sayings) from various hapuu and 
iwi. For example, within the opening dedication in the book King Pōtatau, Te Hurinui Jones 
(Ngaati Maniapoto) recites this pepeha, ‘Ko Waikato te Awa; Ko Taupiri te Maunga; Ko Te 
Wherowhero te Tangata.’140 
Whenua, however, is not a passive being. On the contrary, in the sustained 
diminishment of Whenua, the children of the Whenua (ngaa Atua) respond on behalf of 
Whenua for these violations. Therefore, Whenua can become hostile by withdrawing its 
hospitality to sustain life. Whenua also takes more destructive action through ngaa Atua, such 
as earthquakes, wildfires, hurricanes, and tsunamis, to cleanse the land from further pollution 
and defilement.141 
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6.3.3 Te Tapu o 
Having discussed Tapu as an attribute of being which is fundamental to all other aspects of 
tapu, I will now consider Tapu as relationality or ‘being-in-relationship.’142 Tate writes, 
Te tapu o is the tapu of being-in-relationship. As a consequence of this relationship 
between existing realities, created, uncreated, those beings in relationship are 
manifested, addressed, enhanced, sustained and restored ... this comes about by an 
encounter of one being with another.143 
This aspect of Tapu, according to Tate, identifies that every being exists in relation to 
all other beings. This relational understanding is similar to what we found in the discussions 
concerning whakapapa in Chapter 4 (§4.3.3). However, Tate’s understanding of te tapu o is 
more closely focused on the substance of the relationship and one’s relationality within the vast 
network of relationships.144 What I mean by this is that te tapu o is concerned with enhancing 
and diminishing the relationship. What I discussed in Chapter 4 concerning whakapapa was 
the way all beings are connected. 
On a basic level, a relationship functions through giving and receiving. In a simplified 
encounter, one being gives something while the other receives that something. Underlying this 
is a metaphysical connection between the two beings, te tapu o. Each being can alter, either by 
enhancement or diminishment, the relationship between them. The state of the relationship 
between these beings also influences the inherent nature of each, te tapu i. 
 
6.3.3.1 Te Tapu o te Atua 
Te tapu o te Atua refers to the relational links that Atua shares with other Atua, Tangata, and 
Whenua. It can also refer to the ‘creative presence’145 of Atua, which Tate describes as the 
partial sharing of qualities of Atua with all created beings.146 Hence, the qualities and attributes 
that we identify in Tangata and Whenua are qualities that Tangata and Whenua share with Atua 
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through te tapu o te Atua.147 A simple analogy of this might be seen in the sharing of genotypes 
between parents and their children. For example, if both parents possessed a genotype only for 
brown eyes, the child will share in that genotype inherited from their parents. 
Similarly, we might consider the attributes of Atua from the previous section (§6.3.2.1), 
such as Io-nui, Io-roa, Io-i-te-waananga, Io-mata-aho.148 All of these qualities exist within Atua, 
and all of them, in their fullness, are beyond the capability of tangata. However, Tangata shares 
these qualities in a limited way. Tangata has a lifespan. Tangata has limited power to shape the 
world around them. Another such quality shared with tangata by Atua is Mana.149 Tangata can 
learn and hold knowledge. Tangata also exists in space and time, although only in a single 
place. This is the ‘“downward” procession’150 of te tapu o te Atua. 
There is also an ‘“upwards” procession’151 for te tapu o te Atua. All created beings are 
upward-looking as they look back to Atua as the source of being and the foundation of all 
relationships. 152  We might recognise this upward-looking nature through the language of 
worship and through our ability to perceive the presence of Atua in all created reality.153 This 
perception of Atua in all things is a recognition of te tapu o te Atua. Tate clarifies this, stating, 
‘te tapu o te Atua is the very being of Atua present and discerned in creation. All created beings 
share in the being of Atua.’154  Hence, through te tapu o te Atua, all created realities can 
participate in something of the life of te Atua. 
 
6.3.3.2 Te Tapu o te Tangata 
Te tapu o te tangata first refers to the relational links of Tangata to Atua, other people, and 
Whenua. Concerning Atua, this means that Tangata can perceive the creative presence of Atua 
in the created world.155 Consequentially, Tangata is also able to give worship to Atua upon this 
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recognition. Practically speaking, this means that Tangata acknowledges and dedicates their 
actions, rituals, and rites to Atua.156  This acknowledgement and dedication recognises the 
various relationships involved and ensures that Tangata enhances them.157 
Hence, Tangata recognises the relationship between Atua and Tangata and between 
Atua and Whenua, Whenua and Tangata, and Tangata and Taangata (people). This way, the 
dedication and acknowledgement improve te tapu o te tangata i te Atua (the relational link of 
the person with Atua) and other relational links. Furthermore, because all creation shares in te 
tapu o te Atua, we might also consider te tapu o te tangata to be similar to the image of God in 
humanity and divine meaning in te tapu o te whenua. 
Te tapu o te tangata extends outwards to their whanaunga connections. This includes 
whaanau, hapuu, and iwi and the individual links that tangata have with each member in their 
whaanau, hapuu, and iwi. This is expressed in the genealogical lineage where one’s relationship 
to another can be determined by te ariki lineage (lineage of the firstborns from ngaa Atua) or 
through te tuakana-teina lineage (lineage of those descendants from siblings classified by those 
who come from the older or younger sibling).158 We can also think about the relationship 
between te tangata and their in-laws or one’s relationship with other tribes and nations 
altogether.159 In te tapu o te tangata, Tangata can identify where they fit in the relationships of 
the whaanau, hapuu, and iwi relative to all other members of those groups. In knowing one’s 
relationships with all other members of those groups, Tangata can practice the appropriate 
tikanga (customs) to uphold the tapu and mana of those members.160 
Finally, we must also consider te tapu o te tangata in relation to Whenua. Maaori, as the 
indigenous people of Aotearoa New Zealand, are te Tangata Whenua. This expression, Tangata 
Whenua, expresses the nature of the relationship between the Tangata and the Whenua.161 There 
is an intertwining whereby the identities of both are recognised in one another. This is seen 
more clearly as we look at whaanau, hapuu, and iwi as tangata whenua and hau kaainga (home 
people). 
The designation Tangata Whenua recognises the people’s continuous relationship with 
the Whenua, which they have inhabited over generations. In relation to Paakehaa, Maaori are 
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Tangata Whenua of Aotearoa New Zealand. Specific iwi Maaori (Maaori tribes) are Tangata 
Whenua over specific areas of land. When an iwi travels into a tribal area that is not their own 
they become manuhiri to the land, and another iwi is the Tangata Whenua of that area.162 Within 
the tribal area of an iwi, the hapuu and whaanau are often more closely identified with specific 
geographical sections of that tribal area. In these places, they are known as te hau kaainga. The 
word kaainga, meaning home, comes from the verb ‘kaa,’ which means to ‘take fire, be lighted, 
burn.’163 This verb is turned into the derived noun ‘kaainga’, which means the ‘place where the 
fire has burnt.’164 Therefore, te hau kaainga refers to those who have the breath which kept the 
fire burning in a specific place or the breath from the fire which burns in a particular place (i.e., 
someone whose breath smells like the delicacies from a specific area). 
 
6.3.3.3 Te Tapu o te Whenua 
Like Tangata, te tapu o te Whenua means that Whenua is endowed with te tapu o te Atua. 
Whenua, being a part of creation, also contains te tapu o te Atua, a relational link with the 
creator of Whenua.165 This link between Whenua and Atua can be sustained, improved, and 
renewed by Tangata through sacred rites on Whenua and dedications of Whenua to Atua.166 
Tate believes that te tapu o te whenua links all Tangata in te ao maarama (the seen world) to 
Atua. He writes, ‘It is on the whenua that the encounters between Atua and tangata occur.’167 
In these encounters, te tapu o te whenua can be enhanced, demonstrating the dynamic 
interrelatedness of Atua, Tangata, and Whenua. Each of Atua, Tangata, and Whenua is integral 
in mediating the relationship between the other two in the tripartite relationship. 
There are two other essential aspects of te tapu o te whenua and its links to Tangata. 
First, as mentioned above, Whenua and Tangata Maaori have a continuous, generational 
relationship.168 A mutually beneficial part of this relationship is the naming of Whenua by 
Tangata. Through the process of naming and associating parts of one’s narrative and identity 
with the land te tapu o te whenua i te tangata (the relational link of Whenua with Tangata) is 
enhanced.169 In naming the Whenua, the links and relationship between Whenua and Tangata 
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grows and develops. Through this generational knowledge, Tangata can recognise the fullness 
of te tapu i te whenua and te tapu o te whenua and, therefore, use tapu (controlled, restricted 
access) to preserve te tapu i te whenua.170 
Second, Tangata are responsible through their relationship with Whenua to maintain, 
care for, and preserve Whenua as a reciprocal response.171 Whenua offers nourishment and 
provisions for life to Tangata. Through the relationship between Whenua and Tangata, Tangata 
can maintain te tapu i te tangata in daily life. This ongoing reciprocal relationship reminds 
Tangata that they rely on Whenua for sustenance, and they are in a whanaungatanga 
relationship with Whenua. 
 
6.3.4 The “Goal” of Tapu 
Te tapu i is a sense of the inherent wholeness of a being. It is this wholeness that is the objective 
for each being to acquire and help others to acquire. The hope for te tapu i ia mea (the inherent 
being of each being) is the total enhancement of itself and others through its encounters and 
relationships with others. The diminishment of Tapu, therefore, is contrary to the goal of Tapu. 
For Tate, the fulness of Tapu is firmly focussed on Atua, who already exists in this state of 
completeness. He writes, ‘In Atua there is nothing lacking, there is no imperfection, no 
deficiency. ... which point[s] to a fullness of every quality in the very nature of Atua.’172 
From this description of te tapu i te Atua, we can begin to understand the shape of Tapu 
fulfilled. The first point is that tapu fulfilled and realised does not contain deficiencies. Instead, 
the wholeness of the being can be expressed and has been developed to the fulness of its 
essential limitations. For Atua, no such limitations exist. Secondly, the qualities of the being 
have also been developed to a state of fullness and completeness. If Atua were to demonstrate 
a quality like aroha, its demonstration of that quality would be done to the fullness of that 
quality. Once again, therefore, Atua can demonstrate aroha in its fullness without limitation. 
However, the nature of the completeness or fullness of te tapu i te mea manifests 
differently for Tangata and Whenua. Because Tangata and Whenua are created emanations of 
Atua and are sourced in Atua, their existence is bound to and limited by Atua who made them. 
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Hence, Tangata and Whenua possess the essential limitations that their source and creator, Atua, 
has defined. Therefore, the goal of tapu for Tangata and Whenua is not fullness and foregoing 
limitation but ‘the fullness of existence in relation to tangata [and whenua]’173 within their 
created limitations.  
I suggest that Tate refers to te tapu i similarly to how we might perceive the lunar cycle. 
As te tapu i is diminished, it is like the shadow which gradually covers the moon. The moon's 
face moves from Tunu (the full moon) to Whiro (the new moon). As te tapu i te mea (the 
inherent being of the thing) is being enhanced, it is like the light as it overcomes the shadow 
on the moon. The face of the moon moves from Whiro to Tunu. It is not that the mass of the 
moon changes during the cycle; the mass of the moon remains constant. Instead, the change in 
light and shadow reveals and conceals the face of the moon. 
Tate speaks of te tapu i te mea similarly. The obstructions or diminishment conceal te 
tapu i te mea, while the freedom from obstructions reveals te tapu i te mea. Nevertheless, te 
tapu i te mea is a constant. Whilst it may be revealed or concealed, the totality or te tapu i te 
mea remains as it was initially created. Therefore, the completeness or fullness of te tapu i te 
mea might be thought of as when the totality of te tapu i te mea is fully revealed. The totality 
of te tapu i te mea is wholly revealed through the essence and qualities of the being and the 
being’s relationships with other beings. This fullness of relationship is equally as integral to 
the overall wholeness of any given being. As this applies to te Atua, Tate writes, 
One final application of the notion of fulfilment to te tapu i te Atua, is that Atua is not 
only the source and fulfilment of each created entity, but also the source and 
fulfilment of each entity in its links. Fulfilment brings the links or relationships to 
completion. In the end, the fulfilment of te tapu i te Atua is that Atua will be ‘all in 
all’ – when all links will be completed and fulfilled.174 
What is clear is that for Tate, wholeness and completeness involve whole and complete 
inherent being and whole and complete relationships. I would suggest that we can, once again, 
connect Tate’s concept of te tutakitanga i te tapu i te mea (the fulfilment of the inherent being 
of the thing) with Durie’s ‘Te Whare Tapa Whā’175 model to see more clearly what fullness and 
wholeness entail. In Durie’s model, the walls of the whare (house) are demonstrative of the 
wellbeing of the facets of life: wairua (spirituality), hinengaro (emotional/mental health), 
tinana (physical), whaanau (family).176 When a wall is compromised, it compromises the other 
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walls of the whare, and the whole whare begins to fall. Therefore, in finding fulfilment, one 
creates a whare where its constituent parts are in correct proportion with one another, and each 
part is built as strongly as possible. The fullness of one’s personal Tapu is also contingent on 
finding fulness in one’s spirituality, mental health, physical health, and relationships.177 
This is the goal that Tate believes all beings desire to move towards. The goal is to 
return to Atua. It is a return journey because it is from Atua that we have descended.178 This is 
the common trajectory of te tapu i ngaa taangata katoa me te whenua (the inherent being of all 
people and the land). Therefore, as we journey together towards te tutukitanga (the fulfilment), 
our Tapu moves ever closer to te tapu i te Atua.179 This understanding from Tate would explain 
why the movement from life in te ao maarama (the seen world) to the state of death is 
considered to be highly Tapu.180 The natural end of life in te ao maarama is not so much the 
extinguishing of life but the closing of te tutukitanga i te tapu i te tangata in this stage of the 
journey as it sets off on a new stage of the journey to te tutukitanga in te ao poo (the world of 
darkness/the spiritual world). 
 
6.3.5 Te Tapu (Controlled Access) 
As I discussed above, the diminishment of te tapu i and te tapu o is a highly undesirable 
outcome. These diminishments move a being away from fulfilling their personal Tapu and 
honouring the Tapu of others. These diminishments also have a significant impact on the 
wellbeing of those suffering from them, as well as those closely connected to them, in their 
relational network. The restrictions in place around Tapu, according to Kaʻai and Higgins, 
‘w[ere] intended to safeguard the tapu of each person.’181 Therefore, we circle back around to 
consider Tapu as controlled or restricted access. This aspect of tapu is a natural implication of 
the other two aspects of Tapu. Having recognised te tapu i, te tapu o, and the goal for Tapu, 
this aspect of Tapu regulates proper relational action. In establishing restricted and controlled 
access, Tapu helps to avoid diminishing personal and relational Tapu. 
Marsden links this aspect of Tapu with the Hebrew concept of holiness.182 However, 
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Marsden notes that Tapu does not contain the idea of moral righteousness.183 Instead, Tapu is 
concerned with relational righteousness. We might consider relational righteousness 
synonymous with the mutual enhancement of inherent being (te tapu i) and relational links (te 
tapu o). 
This is exemplified in the tikanga (customs) of the poowhiri (welcoming rite). At the 
beginning of the poowhiri, there is a separation of the people. Already at the paepae (speakers’ 
bench) beside the marae atea (courtyard) are te tangata whenua (the people of the land). At the 
waharoa (gateway) are the manuhiri (guests, visitors), who are Tapu in relation to the tangata 
whenua and to whom the marae (meeting place) is Tapu.184 Those who are entirely new to the 
marae are ngaa waewae tapu (the sacred feet).185 During the course of the poowhiri, as we learnt 
from Millie Te Kaawa (Ngaati Tuwharetoa, Ngaati Awa, Ngaai Tuhoe; §4.3.3.2), the 
kaikaranga (callers) and the kaikoorero (speakers) weave together the whakapapa 
(genealogy/relationality) of the tangata whenua and the manuhiri.186 They also establish the 
purpose of the visit and any unresolved take (issues) between the two groups. Once their 
relationship is revealed and known, the correct kawa (protocols) can be observed, and the 
groups can soon mingle together freely (§4.3.3.2).187 The final formality to remove the Tapu 
between the groups is demonstrated in the hongi (the pressing of noses and sharing of breath) 
and the haakari (sharing food with one another; feast).188 
Tapu is a fundamental concept for properly understanding the relationality between 
Atua, Tangata, and Whenua. This will be crucial for this thesis as I apply this framework to the 
biblical text in Chapter 8. The concept of Tapu will allow us to consider the inherent being and 
the relationality of those in 1 Cor 11:23–34. Tapu will also allow me to analyse the possible 
transgression of relational access of those in that text. 
Ko Tāwhaki Tuatahi e kōrerotia nei, nā tētahi o ngā tamariki a Rangi rāua ko Papa. 
He teina nō tana pāpā a Kahukura-Uenuku. He tamaiti whakatahe tēnei o ngā 
Tāwhaki. I tōna tupunga ake i tohia a ia e Uenuku, ko Kahukura-Uenuku nei tētahi 
ōna ingoa. Nō Tāwhaki i tae ai ki Tiritiri-o-matangi ka puta te whakaaro i a ia kia 
tonoa e ia ki a Io kia haria iho e ia, e Tawhaki [sic], ki te whenua i raro nei, ngā kete o 
te wānanga, me ngā kōhatu Whatu-kura, pērā i ngā mea kua whakaaturia ki a ia i roto 
i ngā Whare Wānanga o Tiritiri-o-matangi. Ka whakaaetia. Ka riro mai nei i a 
Tāwhaki te mana o te wānanga me ngā Tauira o ngā kete e toru, me ngā Whatu-kura e 
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rua. Nō konei, ka pā te pōuri ki tana matua ki a Uenuku mō te kore ōna i whai kupu 




6.4.1 Te Mana 
Mana is divine authority and power bestowed upon a person divinely appointed to an 
office and delegated to fulfil the functions of that office. This divine choice is 
confirmed by the elders, and initiated by the tohunga under the traditional 
consecratory rites (tohi) by which the divine spirit is called down to empower the 
person with authority (mana) and hau (breath of spirit) and mauri (the life-
principle).190 
Another critical spiritual attribute is Mana. In Western thought, Mana is usually understood as 
spiritual power, authority, and influence. We see this coming through in the Williams’ 
Dictionary, which describes Mana as ‘Authority, control ... Influence, prestige, power ... 
Psychic force ... Effectual, binding authoritative ... Having influence or power ... Vested with 
effective authority ... Be effectual, take effect ... Be avenged.’191 This is part of the attribute. 
While this research is focused on Mana in Kaupapa Maaori research and maatauranga 
Maaori because of my Tiriti Partnership with tangata whenua in Aotearoa New Zealand, Mana 
is also a concept that is prevalent throughout the Oceanic Islands. The edited volume New 
Mana: Transformations of a Classic Concept in Pacific Languages and Cultures 192 
demonstrates the Oceanic diversity of thought around the concept of Mana. Andy Mills 
(‘Curator for the Norfolk Museum Service’),193 in his chapter “Bodies Permeable and Divine: 
Tapu, Mana and the Embodiment of Hegemony in Pre-Christian Tonga,” describes Mana in 
 
189 Jones, He tuhi marei-kura: nga korero a te Māori, 61. Te whakapaakehaa: 'This Tāwhaki the first we speak of, 
was the son of Rā who was one of the offspring of Rangi. Tāwhaki was a premature child. When he grew up he 
was made tapu by his uncle, Kahukura-Uenuku. When Tāwhaki was in Tiritiri-o-matangi, he decided to ask Io 
for permission to bring down to earth the Sacred Baskets of Knowledge and of the Sacred Stones, of the same 
kinds as those which had been shown to him in the three Sacred Houses of Learning in Tiritiri-o-matangi. Io, the 
Supreme Being, was pleased to grant Tāwhaki his wish, and on his return he brought with him the mana, or sacred 
essence, of the Sacred Knowledge, together with replicas of the Three Sacred Baskets of Knowledge and the Two 
Sacred Stones' (Jones, He tuhi marei-kura = A Treasury of Sacred Writings, 84). 
190 Marsden, “Natural World and Natural Resources,” 40. 
191 Williams’ Dictionary, 172. 
192 Matt Tomlinson and Ty P. Kāwika Tengan, New Mana: Transformations of a Classic Concept in Pacific 
Languages and Cultures (Acton, ACT, Australia: Australian National University Press, 2016). 




Tongan use as ‘metaphysical efficacy’ 194  that can ‘have both material and immaterial 
manifestations.’195 From a Hawaiian perspective, Noenoe Silva writes, ‘Coincidentally, one of 
the words for branch is mana, so the word used for the three branches of government is also 
mana. In Hawaiian, the other sense of the word mana as power and authority would be heard 
along with the sense of branch.’196 Another Hawaiian scholar, Ty P. Kāwika Tengan, provides 
further definitions such as ‘spiritual power,’197 ‘belonging,’198 and ‘status.’199 
Māori Marsden begins to describe Mana by saying, ‘Mana means spiritual authority 
and power as opposed to the purely psychic and natural force of ihi.’200 However, like Tapu, 
the understanding of Mana is more complex than the typical ‘translated’ concept. Mana is an 
attribute with passive and active elements and, like Tapu, is sourced in Atua. Marsden 
continues by stating, 
Mana as authority means “lawful permission delegated by the gods to their human 
agent to act on their behalf and in accordance with their revealed will”.201 Since 
authority is a spiritual gift delegated by the gods, man remains always the agent or 
channel – never the source of mana.202 
HPK begins to expand on this for us by defining Mana as 
Te tū rangatira e tautokona ana, e whakaaetia ana e ētahi atu; te kaha ki te ārahi, ki te 
tohutohu i ētahi atu ... Te kaha e taea ai ngā whakaaro, ngā mahi rānei a tētahi atu te 
whakarerekē, te whakawai ... He kaha nō roto tonu i te tangata, nō te wairua, nō te 
hinengaro o te tangata ... E whai take ana, e pūmau ana i runga i ngā tikanga o te iwi, 
me te titiro a te nui tangata, e kore e turakina e wai rānei ... Ka puta ōna hua, ka 
whakatinanatia (o te kupu) ... Ka utua tētahi hara, ka ngakina rānei tētahi mate.203 
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Hence, from Marsden and HPK, we learn that Mana is influence, authority, and spiritual power 
over reality, which is derived from the Atua. 
The Atua could be petitioned to extend their power to the people through karakia 
(incantations) and rituals.204 In using the Mana delegated to them by the Atua, the people could 
change the reality around them within the specific realm of the Atua.205 According to Professor 
Te Wharehuia Milroy (Ngaai Tuuhoe, Ngaati Kooura), ‘Ki a au, ko te mana me te tapu, i hua 
mai ērā i ō tātau atua, kāore i kō atu, kāore i kō mai.’206 
Following Tate, we might consider te mana i (‘potentiality for power’) to be the passive 
aspect of te mana, while the active aspect is te mana o (‘creative power in action’). Mana refers 
to both the potential (passive element) and exercise (active element) of one’s spiritual power, 
derived from the Atua. Mana, in its potential and action, is an attribute that others can recognise.  
Tate uses the analogy of a dammed body of water to represent Mana.207 The amount of 
water that the dam can hold is representative of te mana i. The current level of te mana i can 
rise and fall, but the container holding te mana i remains constant. The water flowing out of 
the dam is representative of te mana o. The output increases in strength, the more water that 
flows out of the dam, the stronger the output gets. The greater te mana o is, the greater the 
actualised influence one has over reality. Tate’s analogy may fail because Mana does not “run 
out” like water in a dam. It can be diminished, impeded, impaired, and obstructed, but it does 
not need to be “filled up” when it is used.208  This section will further examine Mana by 
discussing the two aspects of Mana identified by Tate: te mana i and te mana o. 
 
6.4.2 Te Mana i 
Te mana i refers to the Mana intrinsic to a being. Te mana i comes into existence when te tapu 
i begins to exist.209 This intrinsic Mana, intrinsic power, is referred to by Tate as a being’s 
‘potentiality for dynamic action.’210 As mentioned above, te mana i is directly correlated to te 
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tapu i, the greater the Tapu, the greater the Mana. Therefore, because we know that all Tapu is 
sourced in te tapu i te Atua, all Mana must be sourced in te mana i te Atua. 
 
6.4.2.1 Te Mana i te Atua 
Te mana i te Atua is the intrinsic potential for power possessed by Atua. This power is innate 
to Atua and is shared with the other created beings (Tangata, Whenua). Te mana i te Atua is 
shared with created being through their whakapapa connection with Atua, through karakia 
invoking the Atua, through normal development, and through personal achievement recognised 
by others.211 Irrespective of how the created beings come to have Mana, Atua is always the 
source of Mana.212 
As mentioned above, Tapu and Mana are inherently linked with one another. Therefore, 
we can make some connected claims. First, because te tapu i te Atua is limitless and infinite, 
te mana i te Atua is likewise limitless and infinite. In Atua, all things that can be achieved 
through Mana have the potential to become a reality.213 Second, just as te tapu i te Atua is 
inviolable, so too is te mana i te Atua inviolable.214 Te mana i te Atua cannot be diminished in 
any way. Irrespective of actions taken against Atua to violate Atua, te mana i te Atua cannot 
become any less than infinite. Third, since te tapu i te Atua exists in complete fullness, te mana 
i te Atua also exists in complete fullness.215 What this means for te mana i te Atua is that the 
potentiality for power possessed by Atua is so great that when Atua exercises its Mana, it can 
exercise its power to be ‘immediately and completely effective.’216 This complete and immense 
potentiality for power is the limitless source for te mana o te Atua (the exercised power of Atua). 
Finally, the last similarity is that te mana i te Atua is also beyond the comprehension of Tangata, 
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6.4.2.2 Te Mana i te Tangata 
Te mana i te tangata (the inherent power of the person) flows from te tapu i te tangata. As such, 
te mana i te tangata also finds its ultimate source in its descent from Atua and its relationship 
with Atua. Te mana i te tangata is in direct correlation to te tapu i te tangata. Te mana i te 
tangata gives the potential to Tangata to actively change the world around them through te 
mana o te tangata (the exercised power of the person). 
Te mana i te tangata is also intertwined with the mana of the person’s relational links. 
Kaʻai and Higgins describe how te mana i te tangata is understood to function in te ao maarama 
(the seen world). They explain that te mana i te tangata could be initially identified through 
one’s genealogical descent.218 They write, ‘In Māori society, the tuakana line was understood 
as having a closer relationship to the atua by its position in the layout of the whakapapa.’219 
Hence, the lineage of the firstborns was considered to be the most senior line and those with 
the most Mana due to their genealogical proximity to the Atua. Therefore, the further a person’s 
descent was from the tuakana line, the further they were from the Atua (genealogically 
speaking).220 This meant they inherited less Mana (and Tapu) through their whakapapa, through 
their descent. Kaʻai and Higgins tell us that leadership over the iwi was primarily determined 
through the tuakana lineage of the iwi (i.e., the maataamua (firstborn) lineage); ‘the ariki 
(paramount chief) was seen as descending from the tuakana line (senior line) as opposed to 
those from the teina (junior) birth lines.’221 Dr Api Mahuika (Ngaati Porou) agrees and notes 
the inherent connection between Tapu and Mana. He writes, 
The chiefs were imbued with the qualities of mana and tapu by reason of their exalted 
birth. According to Buck, “The mana of a chief carries the meaning of power and 
prestige. Tapu is ... a form of personal sanctity.” Both mana and tapu were viewed as 
coming from the gods. Further the ariki was regarded as the taumata (the resting place 
of the gods) and therefore the closest to the gods – hence his was the greatest mana 
and tapu in society.222 
We can see this in what Te Wharehuia Milroy heard of a suggestion from Hone Tāhuri (Ngaai 
Tuuhoe) that he (Te Wharehuia) should become the Ariki of Tūhoe: 
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He mokopuna tēnei nā Takurua Tamarau, ā, kei te mōhio koutou ki a Takurua 
Tamarau, te ariki o te iwi o Tūhoe i tōna wā, ā, kua mate, kāore he tangata hei whai 
mai i a ia hei whakakapi i te tūranga o te ariki, nā reira, kei te kī ake au, mā Te 
Wharehuia tērā tūranga e whakakapi.223 
On the other hand, those born from the junior lines of the iwi and those who acquired 
Mana through achievements tended to become rangatira (chiefs) of a hapuu instead of an iwi.224 
The claim to be Ariki was not automatic and could be challenged. In the case when the Ariki 
did not have any offspring to succeed them, or if someone rose in Mana through whakapapa 
and outstanding achievements,225 they could lay claim to lead the iwi.226 Te Wharehuia notes 
the difficulty of succession in iwi leadership as times have changed and people have moved 
away from their tribal lands.227 
Tērā pea e au te kī “Āe, he mana i tukuna iho ki a au,” engari ehara i te mana o te 
tangata e noho ana ki mua i te aroaro o te iwi e ārahi ana i a rātau, nā te mea i waho kē 
ahau e noho mai ana.228 
Therefore, as I think about te mana i te tangata, I am also aware that understandings of Mana 
and positions of influence are changing to adapt to new ways that iwi Maaori (Maaori tribes) 
are living. 
From these authors, we might surmise that Mana is a quality and attribute of Tangata 
intimately connected to one’s whakapapa descent. Te mana i te tangata is passed on through 
whakapapa and is delegated to Tangata because of their descent from Atua. Mana, along with 
Tapu, set apart the senior and junior lines of descent. Therefore, what we see is a similarity in 
the inheritance of Mana similar to that of the inheritance of Tapu. Just as Tapu itself originates 
in Atua, so too does Mana. These authors also show us that the two spiritual attributes do not 
merely originate from the same relationship but are two sides of the same coin. Therefore, 
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wherever there is Tapu, there is Mana; wherever there is Mana, there is Tapu. Moko Mead 
states, ‘it needs to be said that as the mana of an individual grows, the tapu rises at the same 
time.’229 Tate agrees, writing, 
Mana is tapu centred. In every case the mana deriving from tapu acts to manifest, 
address, enhance, sustain and restore its own tapu and the tapu of other beings until 
the goal of possessing tapu in its fullness is reached.230 
Therefore, what we know is this: Mana is inherently linked to Tapu; Tapu is the source of Mana; 
Mana is directly correlated to Tapu; and Mana is used to fulfil one’s personal Tapu and the 
Tapu of others. 
Furthermore, as a member of a whaanau, hapuu, and iwi, a person has more potentiality 
for power. Like Tapu, when one enhances te mana i ia tangata (the inherent mana of the 
individual), te mana i oona whaanau, hapuu, iwi (the inherent mana of their family, subtribe, 
and tribe) is also enhanced. This is evident in the acknowledgement by Professor Patrick W. 
Hōhepa (Ngaa Puhi) ‘to the elders of his marae.’231 Hōhepa wrote, ‘Nōku te tūranga, nō koutou 
te mana’ 232  (‘Mine is the position, yours is the prestige’). 233  Mead interprets the 
acknowledgement from Hōhepa to mean, in part, ‘His achievements have depended on both 
personal and social factors.’234 
 
6.4.2.3 Te Mana i te Whenua 
Similar to Tangata, te mana i te whenua is also an inherent potentiality for power in Whenua. 
It is the power within Whenua that allows other life to be produced, sustained, restored, and 
manifested on Whenua. Like all Mana, te mana i te Whenua is ultimately sourced in Atua. 
However, unlike Atua, te mana i te Whenua is limited and can suffer from diminishment and 
violation through pollution and over-extraction.235 In the violation of te mana i te Whenua, 
restoration and balance are sought to restore te mana i te Whenua. This is often expressed 
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through te mana o te Whenua and te mana o te Atua (earthquakes, famine, tsunami, etc.), as 
mentioned above, and can be characterised as a refusal or inability to sustain life.236 Together 
with Atua and Tangata, te mana i te Whenua can be brought to its most whole completion 
within its created limitations. 
 
6.4.3 Te Mana o 
Te mana o is Mana in action or the exercise of one’s mana. While te mana i was the potentiality 
(passive element), te mana o is applying that potential spiritual power (active element). Tate 
writes, ‘In its primary function mana creates or produces te tapu i ngā mea katoa [the inherent 
being of all things]. In its secondary function, it manifests, addresses, enhances, sustains and 
restores te tapu i ngā mea katoa, and te tapu o ngā mea katoa [the relational links of all 
things].’237 Likewise, Milroy states, ‘Mā te tapu e whakaū te mana, mā te mana e whakaoho te 
tapu.’238 Hence, te mana o has a creative function and is a means to affect the Tapu of everything 
within one’s sphere of influence and beyond. 
The effectiveness of te mana o is directly related to the relationships which exist among 
those being influenced. Hence, Tate asserts, ‘the greater te tapu o, the more effective te mana 
o.’239 The better one’s relationships are, the more one’s Mana can affect the Tapu of those 
around them. Therefore, we can see that all the aspects of Tapu and Mana are tightly knit 
together. The greater te tapu i (inherent being), the greater te mana i (potentiality for power). 
The greater te mana i, the greater te mana o. The greater te mana o, the greater their ability to 
enhance te tapu o (relational links). The greater te tapu o, the greater they can enhance te tapu 
i eetahi atu (the inherent being of others). 
 
6.4.3.1 Te Mana o te Atua 
In understanding te mana o as the exercise of power, te mana o te Atua is the power used by 
Atua to create Tangata and Whenua.240 Although I have mentioned several times above that 
Atua is the source of Tapu and Mana, te mana o te Atua is the ultimate power by which all 
 
236 Marsden, “Natural World and Natural Resources,” Tate, 2012. 
237 Tate, He Puna Iti, 83. 
238 Milroy, “Te Mana,” 14. Te whakapaakehaa: Tapu establishes Mana, Mana awakens Tapu. 
239 Tate, He Puna Iti, 83. 




other Tapu and Mana come into existence. Tate asserts that since Atua exists as the ultimate 
source of Mana for Tangata and Whenua, it is also Atua who sets the purpose of Mana for all 
other beings. Therefore, the Tapu-centredness of Mana exists because Atua ordered Mana in 
that way.241 Tate believes that the kaupapa (purpose) of Mana, therefore, is ultimately ‘creating, 
producing, manifesting, enhancing, sustaining and restoring tapu, and bringing to the fullness 
of tapu all created realities.’242 In other words, the kaupapa of Mana might be characterised by 
that which is tika (correct), pono (true), and aroha (loving). Hence, Tate tells us, ‘Whereas te 
tapu o te Atua denotes the creative presence of Atua in creation, te mana o te Atua denotes the 
creative power of Atua in creation.’243  
While Tangata possess their own Mana (te mana o te Tangata), which flows from their 
descent from Atua, Tangata can access te mana o te Atua through rituals, dedications, and 
karakia. Tangata is delegated te mana o te Atua to transform their experienced reality into a 
new reality in these processes. However, Tate argues that in such instances, te mana o te Atua 
can only be used for the overall intended purpose of Mana, for creating and enhancing Tapu. 
One attempting to use Mana in a way contrary to its intended purpose will not be able to use te 
mana o te Atua; ‘The misuse by tangata of te mana o te Atua is a violation of Atua, and an 
abuse of mana. Although Atua is inviolable, tangata and whenua suffer from the effects of this 
violation.’244 Māori Marsden describes the misuse of Mana in more cautionary terms, saying, 
‘Authority and power in this sense must be clearly distinguished since it is clear that to exercise 
spiritual power outside the limits delegated is to abuse the gift, and results either in its 
withdrawal or in that power running rampant and causing harm to the agent and others.’245 
 
6.4.3.2 Te Mana o te Tangata 
Te mana o te tangata is the exercise of Mana in action by tangata. The source of te mana o te 
tangata is te mana i te tangata, both of which ultimately are sourced in te mana o te Atua. Te 
mana o te tangata, like te mana o te Atua, is tapu-centred; it creates, sustains, and enhances the 
inherent being of the self and te tapu i eetahi atu (inherent being of others). 
Mana is spiritual power. It is power that is effective yet in itself it is imperceptible. It 
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is perceptible only in its effects. … Te mana o te tangata cannot be perceived. What 
is perceptible is what tangata produces and achieves, or the good effect he or she has 
on others.246 
At this point, it is helpful to explain te mana o te tangata through an example of Kiingi 
Pootatau Te Wherowhero me te Kiingitanga (King Pootatau Te Wherowhero and the 
Kiingitanga Movement). During the establishment of the Kiingitanga, Maatene Te Whiwhi 
(Ngaati Raukawa, Ngaati Toa) approached several Ariki and Rangatira hoping they would 
accept the mantel to become King.247 Eventually, Maatene Te Whiwhi, Wiremu Taamihana Te 
Waharoa (Ngaati Hauaa), and Te Heuheu Iwikau (Ngaati Tuuwharetoa) believed that the 
mantel of King should be bestowed upon Pootatau Te Wherowhero (Tainui, Ngaati Mahuta). 
Initially, Te Wherowhero had declined the kingship.248 However, eventually, after a long series 
of negotiations, Te Wherowhero accepted the offer to become King and ‘was installed at 
Ngāruawāhia in 1858.’249  
In the search of Maatene for someone to become te Kiingi, he approached the 
paramount chiefs from various iwi. In the categories listed by Tate, I suggest Maatene sought 
someone who had the ‘mana tuku iho’250 (‘Mana handed down’)251 as an Ariki. The position as 
te Kiingi o te Kiingitanga required Te Wherowhero to exercise his Mana to protect all the iwi 
from the Crown and the Paakehaa colonists; ‘mana kawe i te rangatiratanga o te Iwi Māori’252 
(‘Mana to carry the chieftainship of the Māori People’).253 To do this, Te Wherowhero was 
given a position of leadership over the iwi in the Kiingitanga so that he could lead and speak 
 
246 Tate, He Puna Iti, 78. 
247 Jones, King Pōtatau, 176–78. 
248 Department of Internal Affairs, Te Kingitanga: The People of the Maori King Movement: Essays From The 
Dictionary of New Zealand Biography (Auckland: Auckland University Press; Wellington: Dictionary of New 
Zealand Biography, 1996), 39; Jones, King Pōtatau, 187. 
249 Department of Internal Affairs, Te Kingitanga, 39. Te Wherowhero was reluctant for several reasons. Te 
Hurinui Jones writes, ‘Pōtatau was well-advanced in years and his life of ease at Māngere was one that he had 
fully earned. One can understand that to be loaded with the cares of kingship was a job that a philosopher like 
Pōtatau would not welcome’ (Jones, King Pōtatau, 190). 
250 Tate, He Puna Iti, 86. Duncan and Mead refer to Mana Tuku Iho as ‘Mana tūpuna [which] is desinded by the 
prestige and authority inherited from an individual’s genealogy and its determined by the mana of a person’s 
particular ancestors’ (Duncan and Rewi, “Tikanga,” 38). 
251 Tate, He Puna Iti, 86. 
252 Tate, He Puna Iti, 85. Barlow refers to Mana kawe i te rangatiratanga o te iwi Maaori as ‘Mana Tūpuna’ 
describing it as Koia tēnei te mana e rere iho i roto i ngā kāwai rangatira, arā, i ngā ariki me ngā rangatira i whai 
mana tapu. Ka tupu ake he uri, ka tupu anō hoki te mana o ō rātou tūpuna, motuhake rawa inā ka mau tonu rātou 
ki ngā tikanga tuku iho i ō rātou wheinga.’ (Barlow, Tikanga Whakaaro, 60). Te whakapaakehaa: ‘This is the 
power or authority handed down through chiefly lineage; that is, from the paramount chiefs and others who 
possessed it. Th power is passed down from generation to generation. Those who inhereit mana must carry out 
the various rituals and duties to maintain this power handed down from the ancient ones’ (Barlow, Tikanga 
Whakaaro, 61). 




for their interests as a single political unit; ‘mana tuku’254 (Mana shared). 
However, the Mana shared by the iwi is not Mana ceded to the Kiingitanga, but Mana 
shared in support of the Kiingitanga. This sharing in te mana o ngaa iwi moo te Kiingitanga 
(the Mana o the iwi for the Kiingitanga) allowed Te Wherowhero to organise the iwi of the 
Kiingitanga to protect their land, resources, economies, and ways of life in the face of violent 
colonisation — ‘mana whakahaere’255 (Mana to operate). This meant that instead of competing 
for the interest of their own iwi, the Kiingitanga iwi were able to work together to stop the 
unjust sale of land — ‘mana kawe kaupapa’256 (Mana to complete projects). 
The position as te Kiingi allowed Te Wherowhero and his successors to raise the people 
together to battle against the imminent and continuous threat of Crown and Paakehaa land theft 
— ‘mana kawe i te riri’257 (Mana to fight for aspirations). Te Hurinui Jones, a Tainui historian, 
reflects that in the search for a leader of the Kiingitanga ‘He [Pootatau] could also envisage the 
burden that would be placed on his people in providing supplies of food for the tribal gatherings 
that would go with the position’258 — ‘manaaki’259 (Mana in hospitality). Te Hurinui Jones 
suspected that the reality of this obligation and burden might have factored into the chiefs’ 
decisions who declined the kingship.260 However, Te Wherowhero eventually accepted the 
mantle and began his work of uniting the iwi of the Kiingitanga. At his coronation, the uniting 
whakataukii (proverbial statement) of Pootatau Te Wherowhero is still remembered and held 
in high esteem today: ‘Kotahi te kōhao o te ngira e kuhuna ai te miro mā, te miro pango, te 
miro whero. I muri, kia mau ki te aroha, ki te ture, me te whakapono’261 — ‘mana kupu.’ 262 
(‘Mana of the spoken word’).263 
These are examples of the eight manifestations of ‘te mana o te tangata’264 recognised 
by Tate:265 
- mana kawe i te rangatiratanga o te Iwi Māori, 
- mana whakahaere, 
- mana kawe kaupapa, 
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- mana kawe i te riri, 
- mana tuku iho, 
- mana tuku, 
- manaaki, 
- mana kupu. 
 
In each of these manifestations, we are able to recognise the effect of te mana o te 
tangata on those around them and on the works which they call into being. From these 
manifestations, we might observe that te mana o te tangata is about bringing the desires and 
aspirations of the people into being; the continuance of the relationships and leadership of those 
before; the uplifting of other people for the growth of relationships; being able to persuade 
others to join and pursue the actualisation of common goals. 
While those may be the manifest forms of te mana o te tangata, we must also consider 
te mana o te tangata in light of the te tapu o te tangata, specifically the person as both an 
individual and a member of various communities. At the beginning of the Kiingitanga, the 
individual mana of Te Wherowhero was recognised by Te Whiwhi. He possessed the Mana 
passed down through his lineage, and he had demonstrated this mana in the leadership of his 
iwi and in leading his iwi in battle. In Te Hurinui Jones’ reflections on the obligation and 
burden of manaakitanga, the obligation and burdens did not lie solely on te mana o Te 
Wherowhero but te mana o Tainui. The exercise of Mana through manaakitanga was a 
reflection of Te Wherowhero and his whaanau, hapuu, and iwi. The extension of their 
manaakitanga to the other iwi in the Kiingitanga reflected their support for Te Wherowhero 
and the sharing of the Mana of the whaanau, hapuu, and iwi with Te Wherowhero in his 
position as their Ariki. 
The words of Milroy sum up te mana o te tangata well: 
I te mutunga iho kei roto tonu i ō koutou whakapapa ngā tātai e whakapiripiri ana i a 
koutou ki a koutou anō. I ngā wā o te hē kua mōhio koe ka taea e koe ērā te karanga 
kia haere mai ki te āwhina i a koe. I ngā wā o te tika ka haere tonu koe ahakoa te aha. 
Kei reira te rangatiratanga o te mana o te tangata, tōna āhei ki te whakaoho i ngā 
hiahia me ngā whakaaro o tana iwi, o tana hapū, o tana whānau rānei kia taea ai te 
whakatutuki tētahi kaupapa. He aha taua kaupapa rā? Ahakoa ko te tangihanga, 
ahakoa he ope taua e haere ana ki te muru, ērā āhuatanga katoa ka hua mai i roto i te 
tangata e taea ana e ia te whakakao ōna whanaunga ki tōna taha ki te whakatutuki i 
taua wawata, i taua hiahia rā.266 
 
266 Milroy, “Te Mana,” 15. Te whakapaakehaa: In the end, in your genealogies are the recitations that attach you 
to yourselves. In the times of difficulty, you know that you are able to call on those relations to come to support 





6.4.3.3 Te Mana o te Whenua 
Like te mana o te Atua and te mana o te tangata, te mana o te whenua is the mana of whenua 
in operation, being exercised. Te mana o te whenua comes from te mana i te whenua and is 
ultimately sourced in Atua. Through te mana o te whenua, Whenua can interact with directly, 
influence, and enhance the Tapu of others. Tate identifies similar manifestations of te mana o 
te whenua as he identified in te mana o te tangata: 
1. ‘mana kawe i tōna rangatiratanga’267 (Mana to carry its chieftainship) 
1. Whenua is a self-sustaining system whereby Whenua produces and nourishes itself 
(with plants and animals) to maintain te tapu i te whenua, create other Tapu,268 
and sustain the life living on the Whenua. 
2. ‘mana kawe i te riri’269 (Mana to fight for aspirations) 
1. As mentioned in §6.3.2.3 and §6.4.2.3, the violation of Whenua does not occur 
without repercussion. In te mana o te whenua, we observe Whenua restoring 
itself from the violations and abuse by Tangata. Mana kawe i te riri allows 
Whenua to protect te tapu i te whenua so that it can continue to give life to other 
beings, not just for the economic gain of Tangata. 
3. ‘manaaki’270 (hospitality) 
1. One of the more apparent forms of te mana o te Whenua is its manaakitanga towards 
the life on Whenua. This manaakitanga can be seen in the way that Whenua 
provides food, shelter, and other resources that help to maintain the lives of 
others. In providing manaakitanga to other beings, the tapu and mana of both 
are enhanced. 
4. ‘mana tuku iho’271 (Mana handed down) 
1. As a being descended from Atua, Whenua possesses mana tuku iho by Atua. 
 
person, their ability to awaken the desire and the aspirations of their Iwi, their Hapuu, or their Whaanau so that 
a purpose can be fulfilled. What is that purpose? Whether a funeral or marching a war party to seek compensation, 
all of these circumstances are produced in the person who is able to bring their relations to their side to achieve 
that aspiration, that desire. 
267 Tate, He Puna Iti, 95. 
268 Such as te tapu i ngaa raakau (inherent being of the trees/plants), te tapu i ngaa kararehe (inherent being of the 
animals), te tapu i te tangata. 
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5. ‘mana tuku’272 (Mana shared) 
1. Through te tapu o te whenua i eetahi atu (the relational links of the land with others), 
Whenua shares its Mana with its inhabitants. Hence, when the relationship 
between Whenua and Tangata grows so intimate that their identities become 
intertwined (§6.2.4, §6.3.3.2), Whenua shares its Mana with those Taangata. 
This is reflected in the designation of those Taangata as te Tangata Whenua. 
This sharing of Mana by Whenua can be seen in this peepeha of Ngaai Tuuhoe, 
and its explanation by Hirini Mead: 
Nā Toi rāua ko Pōtiki te whenua, nō Tūhoe te mana me te rangatiratanga.273 
This tribal pēpeha asserts the Tūhoe right to its lands because of their descent from 
Toi and Pōtiki, who presumedly had that right. The prestige and power, however, 





The final concept I will explore is Violation, which Tate refers to as Whakanoa.275 The word 
Whakanoa is a compound. It can be separated into two parts: whaka- (a causative prefix) and 
Noa. Therefore, Whakanoa means to make/cause to be Noa. To understand Whakanoa, I must 
first explore the meaning of Noa.  
Noa is typically defined as a state of being that is free from the restrictions of Tapu 
(controlled access).276 For Tate, this freedom from the restrictions of restricting Tapu is part of 
the story. However, Tate believes two states of being can be understood by the term Noa. The 
first is ‘positive noa.’ In this state of being, one has the freedom to enter relationships and 
encounters. This form of Noa might be what we identify from the usual understanding of the 
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word mentioned above. The second state is ‘negative noa.’ This state of being is the ‘result of 
violation,’ 277  which disables and impairs relationships and encounters. Both positive and 
negative Noa are the result of positive and negative Whakanoa.  
Throughout his chapter on Whakanoa, Tate is primarily focused on negative Whakanoa 
as a violation of Tapu (inherent and relational) and Mana (potential and exercised). This 
understanding of Whakanoa comes through strongly in Tate’s definition ‘Whakanoa is the act 
of violation by which the tapu of Atua, tangata and whenua is diminished, and the exercise of 
their mana is obstructed and impaired.’278 Tate justifies his understanding of Whakanoa by 
appealing to the use of the term in Te Paipera Tapu,279 ‘Karanga Hokianga,’280 ‘the waiata of 
Kawiti,’281  and the commentary by Kāmira (Te Aupoouri, Te Rarawa) on ‘the waiata of 
Kawiti.’282 Tate believes that the use of Whakanoa in each of these instances can either refer to 
the lifting of Tapu (restricted access, i.e., positive Whakanoa) or violation (i.e., negative 
 
277 Tate, He Puna Iti, 156. 
278 Tate, He Puna Iti, 156. Tate comes to this definition of Tapu through his interpretations of Whakanoa in Te 
Paipera Tapu, Karanga Hokianga, ‘the waiata of Kawiti,’ and the comments of Kāmira about that waiata: 
‘Te Paipera Tapu offers a further meaning for whakanoa, namely, to defile. The term noa is also used. 
Kahore he mea o waho o te tangata ka tapoko nei ki roto ki a ia hei whakanoa i a ia: engari nga mea e puta ana 
mai i roto i a ia, ma ena e noa ai te tangata. (There is nothing outside a person that by going in can defile, but the 
things that come out are what defile.) (Mark 7:15) 
We note the use of two further terms, whakanoangia and whakanoanga, in Karanga Hokianga. 
E tika ana te tapu e korerotia nei e ia, engari i te wa i rite ai te tapu, ka whakanoangia. I muri i te whakanoanga 
ka kore tonu atu i te tapu i tena wa. (What that person says about the tapu is correct, but at the time when the tapu 
applied, it was soon rendered noa. Following the rendering noa of the tapu, the tapu restrictions were lifted. They 
no longer applied.) 
The waiata of Kawiti also uses the term whakanoangia: 
Tenei ka whakanoangia ei, te tapu i te tinana, te tapu i te whenua na ei. (Now, te tapu i te tinana and te tapu i te 
whenua are rendered noa.) 
Kāmira, in turn comments on the waiata of Kawiti using the same term: 
Ko te mea i pouri nui ai a Kawiti ko te tapu i te tangata ka whakanoangia e tetahi Iwi Ke. Ko te tapu i te whenua 
ka whakanoangia e tetahi Iwi Ke. (The reason why Kawiti was greatly saddened was that te tapu i te tangata was 
rendered noa by another iwi. Te tapu i te whenua was rendered noa by another iwi.) …  
As passive verb forms, whakanoaia and whakanoangia can be translated as “was rendered noa”. The two possible 
meanings apply here as well. Either the people, place or activities “were rendered free from tapu restrictions” or 
they “were diminished by violation or defilement”. In the imperative form the command can mean “set free from 
strictions” or alternatively, “to diminish by violation”. In the phrase, “i te whakanoanga”, whakanoanga can mean 
“when set free from restrictions”, or it can mean “when diminished by violation”’ (Tate, He Puna Iti, 154–55). 
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ana mai i roto i a ia, ma ena e noa ai te tangata. (There is nothing outside a person that by going in can defile, 
but the things that come out are what defile.) (Mark 7:15)’ (Tate, He Puna Iti, 154). 
280 ‘E tika ana te tapu e korerotia nei e ia, engari i te wa i rite ai te tapu ka whakanoangia. I muri i te whakanoanga 
ka kore tonu atu te tapu i tena wa. (What that person says about the tapu is correct, but at the time when the tapu 
applied, it was soon rendered noa. Following the rendering noa of the tapu, the tapu restrictions were lifted. They 
no longer applied.)’ (Tate, He Puna Iti, 154). 
281 ‘Tenei ka whakanoangia ei, te tapu i te tinana, te tapu i te whenua na ei. (Now, te tapu i te tinana and te tapu 
i te whenua are rendered noa.)’ (Tate, He Puna Iti, 155). 
282 ‘Ko te mea i pouri nui ai a Kawiti ko te tapu i te tangata ka whakanoangia e tetahi Iwi Ke. Ko te tapu i te 
whenua ka whakanoangia e tetahi Iwi Ke. (The reason why Kawiti was greatly saddened was that te tapu i te 





Whakanoa). One other occasion in the puuraakau that we could interpret Whakanoa in this 
sense is Tuu-matauenga eating his brothers and their offspring to Whakanoa them: 
Kei te rapu hoki ia i ngaa uri o Tangaroa, aa, ka kitea atu ki te whakamarama, araa, ki 
te tere … Pae ake ki runga a Rongo raaua ko Haumia, maroke ake i te raa … Na reira 
i kainga katoatia ai e Tuu-matauenga oona tuaakana, aa, pau ake te kai e ia hei utu mo 
taa raatou tukunga i a ia ki te whawhai ki a Taawhiri raaua ko Rangi, aa, mate 
katoa … Na reira i whakanoatia ai oona tuaakana.283 
Here, we read of Tuu-matauenga reducing the level of Tapu of his brothers. In seeking 
Utu (compensation, balance) for his brothers, leaving him to battle Tawhiri-maa-tea and Rangi-
nui alone. Interestingly, although Tuu-matauenga is said to have eaten his brothers and killed 
them,284 Tuu-matauenga then finds karakia (incantations) so that his brothers might return to 
him as his food.285 It seems that according to the puuraakau, the brothers of Tuu-matauenga 
might not necessarily be dead per se, but that they have been reduced in some way by Tuu-
matauenga.286 Through Tate’s understanding, we might say that in eating his brothers, Tuu-
matauenga violated the inherent Tapu of his brothers (te tapu i oona tuaakana) to a point where 
Tawhiri-maa-tea and Tuu-matauenga become the most Tapu of the brothers (having not 
suffered Whakanoa). This is also reflected in the relationship throughout the puurakau, 
whereby Taane-mahuta, Tangaroa, Rongo-maa-taane, and Haumia-tiketike are initially ‘oona 
tuaakana’ 287  (his [Tuu-matauenga] older brothers) and then become ‘oona teina’ 288  (his 
younger brothers) when Tuu-matauenga kills them. However, shortly thereafter, they return to 
their status as ‘oona tuaakana.’ 
However, Tate’s definition of Whakanoa exists outside the typical scope of the word in 
the literature. Several Maaori scholars assert that Whakanoa only applies to Tapu as restricted 
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were all defeated … And so the tapu of his brothers was destroyed’ (Te Rangikāheke, Ngaa Tama-a-Rangi, 3). 
284 ‘Ka mate oona teina i a ia’ (Te Rangikāheke, Ngaa Tama-a-Rangi, 3). Te whakapaakehaa: ‘His brothers were 
killed by him’ (Te Rangikāheke, Ngaa Tama-a-Rangi, 3). 
285 ‘Na reira i whakanoatia ai oona tuaakana, aa, ka wehewehea i reira, ana karakia, he karakia mo Taane-mahuta, 
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toona, mo Tuu-matatauenga anoo toona. Ko te waahi i rapu ai ia i ngaa karakia nei, kia whakahokia iho oona 
tuaakana hei kai maana’ (Te Rangikāheke, Ngaa Tama-a-Rangi, 3). Te whakapaakehaa: ‘And so the tapu of his 
brothers was destroyed, and their spells became known, the spells for Taane-mahuta, for Tangaroa, for Haumia, 
for Rongo-maa-Taane, for Haumia, and for Tuu-matauenga. He sought out these spells so that his brothers might 
be returned to him as food for himself’ (Te Rangikāheke, Ngaa Tama-a-Rangi, 3). 
286 Particularly, since in the cases of Taane-mahuta and Tangaroa, the puuraakau describes Tuu-matauenga finding 
and catching the offspring rather than his brothers themselves. 
287 Te Rangikāheke, Ngaa Tama-a-Rangi, 3. 




access (or the extensions of Tapu) as a balancing force that causes that which is Tapu to become 
Noa (a balanced state of being).289 Consequently, they stress that Noa and Whakanoa do not 
affect the intrinsic Tapu of a being. In describing Whakanoa, John Moorfield writes, ‘v. to 
remove tapu – to free things that have the extensions of tapu, but it does not affect intrinsic 
tapu.’290 
Suzanne Duncan (Te Rarawa, Te Aupoouri) and Professor Poia Rewi (Ngaati Manawa, 
Te Arawa, Ngaai Tuuhoe), in their section on Noa, write, ‘To be free of restriction, or in a 
balanced, safe, optimum-operating state of tapu, is to be in a state of noa. This does not affect 
the intrinsic tapu of people, activities, places or things; rather, the prohibitions associated with 
the extensions of tapu are no longer in place.’ 291  Moko Mead appears to place Hara in 
opposition with wellbeing and personal tapu, whereas Noa is related to restoring balance.292 
‘The state of noa indicates that a balance has been reached, a crisis is over, health is restored, 
and life is normal again. This means relationships are restored.’293 
The weight of understanding suggests Tate’s use of the term Whakanoa in his book is 
mainly unique to him. However, the concept the term designates or represents is not unique to 
Tate’s work. Tate does provide a more exhaustive list of words that act as synonyms for his 
definition of Whakanoa. Although some of the words have a particular emphasis on specific 
forms of violation, I think that, together with Whakanoa, they convey Tate’s thought well. The 
synonyms are: ‘takahi i te tapu,’294 ‘takahi i te mana,’295 ‘tūkino, hara and mahi hē.’296 Therefore, 
because Tate’s use of the term Whakanoa is not widely held in Kaupapa Maaori discourse and 
 
289 John C. Moorfield, Te Aka: Māori-English, English-Māori Dictionary and Index, 3rd ed. (Auckland: Pearson 
New Zealand, 2011), 249; Duncan and Rewi, “Tikanga,” 41; Kaʻai and Higgins, “Ki te Whaiao,” 17; Higgins and 
Moorfield, “Ngā tikanga o te marae,” 76; Higgins and Moorfield, “Tangihanga,” 88; Barlow, Tikanga Whakaaro, 
169–70. 
290 Moorfield, Te Aka, 249. 
291 Duncan and Rewi, “Tikanga,” 41. 
292 ‘If the level of one’s tapu is at a state, the individual is well in both a physical and psychological state. Well-
being that the self is in a state of balance. Personal tapu, which pervades all of the other attributes of the self, is 
safe, not under threat, or likely to be threatened. All hara (transgressions) have been neutralised and dealt with 
and there are none imminent’ (Mead, Tikanga Maori, 43). 
293 Mead, Tikanga Maori, 43, 33–4. 
294 Tate, He Puna Iti, 156. Te whakapaakehaa: Trample/violate the tapu 
295 Tate, He Puna Iti, 156. Te whakapaakehaa: Trample/violate the tapu 




because other terms such as Takahi297 and Hara298 are used to describe the act of transgressing 
Tapu, I will be using Tate’s synonyms takahi i te tapu and takahi i te mana to refer to ‘the act 
of violation by which the tapu of Atua, tangata and whenua is diminished, and the exercise of 
their mana is obstructed and impaired.’299 
 
6.5.2 Violation of Tapu and Mana 
The point of Tate’s discussion about the Takahi (diminishment and violation) of Tapu and its 
effect on Mana is to draw attention to how Tangata violate their relationship with Atua, 
Whenua and other Tangata. Hence, Tate analyses violation regarding the Tapu (inherent and 
relational) of Atua, Tangata, and Whenua and the Mana (potential and exercised) of the same. 
Therefore, concerning Atua, Takahi cannot affect te tapu i te Atua; it is infinite and limitless. 
However, Takahi does affect te tapu o te Atua and te mana o te Atua. Because te tapu o te Atua 
is the relational links of Atua and the creative presence of Atua in the world, te takahi i te tapu 
o te Atua is the violation of those relationships and the denial of the presence of Atua in the 
created reality. 
By denying the presence of Atua in the created reality, Tangata becomes unable ‘to give 
worship and glory to Atua’ and, therefore, diminish the relationship.300 This denial extends out 
to the denial of Atua as the source of various qualities, such as ‘life, totality, inviolability, mana, 
 
297 ‘Ka tukituki (i te whenua, i tētahi atu mea rānei) ki ngā waewae … Ka whakahaere i tētahi karakia hei hiki i te 
tapu o te whare o te tangata kātahi tonu ka tanumia. … Ka tāhae i ngā rawa, i ngā taonga a ētahi atu, me te tūkino 
anō i a rātou. … Ka mahi hē, kāore e hāpai i ngā tikanga, i ngā ritenga tuku iho; kāore e whai i ngā tohutohu a te 
tangata whai mana, kāore rānei e ū ki te ture. … He karakia hei aukati i te hoariri rānaki mate, hei aukati rānei i 
te tūmahana a tētahi iwi’ (HPK, 824). Te whakapaakehaa: To beat (on the ground, or on something else) the 
feet … To conduct a karakia to lift the tapu of the house of a person who has been buried … To steal the wealth, 
the treasures of another, and treat them with violence … Doing wrong, not supporting the customs, the practices 
handed down; not following the instructions of people with authority/influence, or not complying with the law … 
A karakia to block an vengeful enemy, or to block the gift of a certain tribe. ‘1 v. to trample, tramp, stamp, tread, 
abuse, disregard 2 v. to disobey, contravene, violate, ravish (a woman)’ (Moorfield, Te Aka, 187). ‘Trample, 
stamp … tread … place the foot on anything to hold it … ravish a woman … traverse land for the purpose of 
establishing possession’ (Williams’ Dictionary, 367). ‘to trample … 2. To place the foot on anything to hold it. 3. 
To plunder. 4. To disregard, to disobey’ (Tregear, Maori-Polynesian Comparative Dictionary, 450). Furthermore, 
Ranginui Walker uses the term Takahi to refer to the trampling of the Mana of Maaori by Paakehaa through 
systemic colonisation. His use of Takahi Mana in this sense clearly refers to the violation of the Mana of Maaori 
in Aotearoa New Zealand (Walker, Ka whawhai tonu matou, 98–116. 
298 ‘Ka mahi i tētahi mahi e takahi ana i te tapu, i te tika, i te ture rānei. … He mahi e takahi ana i te tapu, i te tika, 
i te ture rānei’ (HPK, 79). Te whakapaakehaa: To do something that tamples the tapu, the fairness, or the law … 
A work which tramples the tapu, the fairness, or the law. ‘1 v. to transgress, commit a sin, violate tapu 2 n. sin, 
foul, crime, offence, transgression, wrongdoing, gaffe, infringement, fault, problem’ (Moorfield, Te Aka, 24). 
‘Violate tapu, intentionally or otherwise … Sin, offence’ (Williams’ Dictionary, 36). ‘to violate tapu, intentionally 
or unintentionally. 2. Sin, to sin’ (Tregear, Maori-Polynesian Comparative Dictionary, 49). 
299 Tate, He Puna Iti, 156. 




goodness, dignity, sacredness and being “set apart”.’301 Concerning Mana, like te tapu i te Atua, 
Takahi does not affect te mana i te Atua because it is omnipotent. Once again, Takahi by 
Tangata does affect te mana o te Atua and can obstruct te mana o te Atua and make its power 
ineffective in influencing and changing reality. 
Te takahi i te tapu i te tangata occurs by violating a person’s hauora (wellbeing; wairua, 
tinana, hinengaro, whaanau). These violations, in turn, diminish the person’s hauora and the 
interconnected aspects of their hauora. Te takahi i te tapu i te tangata can occur through various 
forms of violence against Tangata and through the neglect of Tangata to practice care for 
themselves. While te tapu i te tangata can suffer from severe diminishment, it cannot be 
destroyed; even after death te tapu i te tangata continues.  
Te takahi i te tapu o te tangata occurs when Tangata disconnect themselves or are 
disconnected from their relational links. Concerning Atua, this means that tangata deny the 
existence of Atua or ignore the presence of Atua in creation and themselves. Tangata can also 
be disconnected from their whaanau, hapuu, and iwi because of their actions which diminish 
their relationship and the actions of others which diminish the relationship of Tangata with 
their whaanau, hapuu, and iwi. Diminishment of te tapu o te tangata can also happen through 
their relational links with others who commit Takahi or Mahi Hee (errant actions). The Takahi 
of extensions of oneself, such as one’s culture, identity, wairuatanga (spirituality), is also te 
takahi i te tapu o te tangata. Concerning Whenua, Raupatu (confiscation) diminishes the 
relationship between Tangata and Whenua. Making people landless is a severe form of Takahi. 
Rev Dr Wayne Te Kaawa notes that this Takahi, from a Maaori perspective, renders a person 
as a non-being.302 Furthermore, the misappropriation of land for a purpose not originally agreed 
is to Takahi the relationship between Tangata and Whenua.303 
It cannot be destroyed because te mana i te tangata is directly correlated to te tapu i te 
tangata. However, to violate te tapu i te tangata is to violate te mana i te tangata. When te mana 
i te tangata is violated, it becomes obstructed or impaired and, consequently, ineffective at 
 
301 Tate, He Puna Iti, 158. 
302 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 169, 208, 244. 
303 We can see an acknowledgement of the Takahi of the relationship between Tangata and Whenua in the apology 
by the Anglican Church in Aotearoa, New Zealand and Polynesia to Tauranga Moana for the serious 
misappropriation of the land given to the church only for church use. This land was sold to the Crown and later 
developed into the centre of Tauranga city, thereby ‘dispossessing Tauranga Moana people of their birthright’ 
(“Bishops Atone for Tauranga Land Loss,” Anglican Taonga, 2018, accessed 28/7/21 2021, 
https://www.anglicantaonga.org.nz/news/tikanga_maori/atone; Matt Shand, “Anglican Church to Apologise for 
Takeover of Māori Land in Bay of Plenty,” Stuff, 2018, accessed 28/7/21 2021, https://www.stuff.co.nz/bay-of-
plenty/108993545/anglican-church-to-apologise-for-takeover-of-mori-land-in-bay-of-plenty; Scott Yeoman, 
“Historic Anglican Church Apology Takes Place in Tauranga Over Land Lost 151 Years Ago,” Bay of Plenty 




influencing those around them. Te takahi i te mana o te tangata can be seen when tangata 
whenua are denied their right to poowhiri people onto their land or to exercise their 
kaitiakitanga over the land, which, in recent history, led to the protests of te tangata whenua at 
Ihumaatao (Te Kawerau aa Maki)304 and Puutiki Bay (Ngaati Paoa).305 
In te takahi i te mana o te tangata, tangata, whaanau, hapuu, and iwi are not able to 
exercise their kaitiakitanga over their Whenua because of confiscation, and dispossession of 
the land from the people, the forced legal emancipation, and dislocation and forced alienation 
of the people from the land. Tangata, whaanau, hapuu, and iwi can also Takahi their own Mana 
if they attempt to abuse their Mana since the kaupapa of Mana is set by Atua.306 
Tate sees the ancient practices of placing Whenua under a Tapu restriction due to the 
spilling of blood in battle as a form of te takahi i te whenua. Similarly, there are other acts that 
takahi i te tapu i te whenua, such as the bombing of Whenua, use of chemical weapons, nuclear 
testing (such as in the nuclear testing at Moruroa (Mururoa) by France),307 destructive and 
exploitative mining and deforestation, as well as pollution and irradiation of land and 
waterways. These forms of Takahi can make the Whenua unable to sustain and support life. In 
extreme cases, Whenua can become toxic to life.308 
We can see some of the effects of te takahi i te tapu i te whenua in the climate crisis as 
parts of the Whenua are salinated and consumed by the Moana because of human-caused 
pollution. For example, in the Polynesian island of Tikopia, the home of my friend Rev Robert 
Fakafu, the rising ocean levels are consuming the island. These increasing ocean levels have 
resulted in the salination of the freshwater lake and their soil in Tikopia. The pollution caused 
 
304  Johnsen, “Ihumātao Protest.”; Wright, “Tensions High at Ihumātao.”; Muru-Lanning, “The Truth About 
Ihumātao.” 
305 Tema Hemi, “Ngāti Paoa Trust Board Says ‘No' to Marina Development,” Te Ao Māori News, 2019, accessed 
28 July 2021, https://www.teaomaori.news/ngati-paoa-trust-board-says-no-marina-development; Charlotte 
Muru-Lanning, “The Occupation at Pūtiki Bay, Waiheke – Explained,” The Spinoff, 2021, accessed 28 July 2021, 
https://thespinoff.co.nz/atea/23-06-2021/the-occupation-at-putiki-bay-waiheke-explained/; Sharon Brettkelly, 
“The Detail: The Controversy Behind Waiheke Island's Kennedy Point Marina,” Stuff, 2021, accessed 28 July 
2021, https://www.stuff.co.nz/national/the-detail/300276345/the-detail-the-controversy-behind-waiheke-islands-
kennedy-point-marina; Te Aoreawa Rolleston, “Waiheke Island Kennedy Point Protesters Vow to Continue 
Occupying Marina Development Until Resource Consent Revoked,” Radio New Zealand, 2021, accessed, 
https://www.newshub.co.nz/home/new-zealand/2021/06/waiheke-island-kennedy-point-protesters-vow-to-
continue-occupying-marina-development-until-resource-consent-revoked.html. 
306 Tate, He Puna Iti, 168–69. 
307 Jamie Tahana, “The Battle Continues, 50 Years After Ffirst Test at Mururoa,” Radio New Zealand, 4 July 
2016, accessed 15 September 2021, https://www.rnz.co.nz/international/pacific-news/307804/the-battle-
continues,-50-years-after-first-test-at-mururoa. 
308 We can see te takahi i te tapu i te whenua in the contamination of waterways in Ohakea because of the ‘toxic 
foam contaminants on the land’ which were used for firefighting (Jono Galuszka, “Formal Investigation Launched 






by the greed of the global community, particularly the western countries and their colonies, is 
consuming the island Tikopia and making it hostile to life for the indigenous people. 
In te takahi i te tapu o te whenua, we realise that the violation of the Whenua is also a 
violation of Atua, who is present in creation (te tapu o te Atua, te mana o te Atua).309 This 
becomes more serious still when Whenua that has been consecrated to Atua, is violated by 
Tangata. The relational links of Whenua with Tangata can be violated by the ignorance or 
denial of Tangata concerning the relationship between Whenua with the tuupuna and with 
tangata whenua. This relational link can also be diminished when Tangata ignore, ridicule, or 
replace the rightful names of Whenua, which derive from the relationship between Whenua 
and Tangata. 
Tangata can also violate the Mana of Whenua. Similarly to the violation of te mana i te 
tangata, if there is a violation of te tapu i te whenua, there is also te takahi i te mana i te whenua. 
As mentioned above, pollution and exploitation of Whenua impair the potential for Whenua to 
provide for and sustain life. When the relational links between Whenua and its Tangata, 
Whaanau, Hapuu, and Iwi are severed, te mana o te whenua is also violated. Because those 
with whom Whenua shares its mana and identity cannot exercise the mana shared by Whenua 
to enhance the Whenua and the life on Whenua. Therefore, the obstruction of the relationship 
between tangata, whaanau, hapuu, and iwi and their whenua impairs both te mana o te whenua 
and te mana o taua tangata, o taua whaanau, o taua hapuu, o taua iwi (the exercised power of 
that person, family, subtribe, tribe). 
 
6.5.3 Te Noho Takahi 
Te noho takahi is a state of being resulting from the continual and or severe violation of a being. 
When Takahi occurs, the ‘tapu is diminished and mana is blocked or impaired.’310 When a 
being suffers from this state without restoring balance, they begin to suffer from te noho takahi. 
This state of being is differentiated from other forms of Takahi by the seriousness of the 
violation and the seriousness of the ‘effects resulting from a physical, moral or spiritual 
violation.’311 
The state of te noho takahi can be identified in the ‘symptoms’ suffered. It is worth 
 
309 Tate, He Puna Iti, 58. 
310 Tate, He Puna Iti, 170. 




quoting Tate here at length: 
Let us look at some symptoms that may indicate that an individual or a whānau are in 
the state of [violation]. They may feel sick in the stomach and drained of energy. 
Even the mana of the whānau is weak to the point of being powerless. They do not 
know what to do next. They do not know where to turn. They do not even know what 
to say to relieve the pain, the stress and the sense of helplessness. The only option 
may be to remain silent until they can find the right words with which to address the 
situation and find a solution. This may sound melodramatic, but it is the case, 
sometimes, that [takahi] can be this severe, and its continuing effects can be 
devastating.312 
As we read, therefore, Te noho takahi is a continual state of diminishment whereby the 
Tapu and Mana of the person have not returned to a state of balance. This diminishment can 
impact the person’s health, and the ongoing state persists in obstructing and impairing the 
person’s relationships and freedom to encounter those around them positively.313 
Te noho takahi severely obstructs the relationship between Atua and Tangata. The 
creative presence of Atua becomes more and more withdrawn in the person as they dwell in te 
noho takahi.314 This also means that the qualities and characteristics of Atua in Tangata are 
demonstrated less and less as the violated state of the Tapu and Mana of the person impairs 
their ability to manifest these qualities and characteristics. 
Concerning taangata Maaori (Maaori people), we might see aspects of te noho takahi 
in the persistent levels of adverse health outcomes which result from colonisation (Takahi) and 
systemic racism (Takahi) orchestrated and maintained by Paakehaa.315 Concerning Paakehaa, 
their violation of Maaori also violates themselves. We might see aspects of te noho takahi in 
the Paakehaa anger toward Maaori as Maaori reassert their rightful tino rangatiratanga and their 
intellectual sovereignty, or in the Paakehaa amnesia towards the past, which allows us to forget 
our atrocities against Maaori in colonisation and systemic racism but also means that we forget 
our whakapapa and identity as Paakehaa.  
 
6.6 Chapter Summary 
This chapter has established my understanding of Rev Dr Henare Tate’s Tripartite relational 
 
312 Tate, He Puna Iti, 170. 
313 Tate, He Puna Iti, 156. 
314 Tate, He Puna Iti, 161. 




framework. The encounter with Tate’s framework and the exploration of it, in relation to my 
living partnership external to this thesis, provides a co-constructed perspective through which 
I can interpret the biblical text. 
This framework allows me to perceive Atua, Tangata, and Whenua through a new 
perspective. Tate’s work to expand upon metaphysics through his indigenous Maaori lens also 
provides a new way to interpret the relationality of all beings and the effect their actions have 
upon one another and themselves. The reframing of violation as actions that can affect one’s 
inherent being is also a crucially important re-perception of the way our actions have the 
potential to violate more than a person’s ego or pride. Violation, therefore, diminishes the very 
substance of a person. If the violation is serious enough, it can have dire consequences on other 
aspects of the person’s health, their communities’ health, and their relationships with other 
people, Atua, and Whenua.  
This co-constructed perspective is very different from the typical lens with which I 
would approach the biblical text, as I will demonstrate in the following two chapters. This 
framework will be used throughout Chapter 8 to analyse 1 Cor 11:23–34 for a second time and 
provide an interpretation of this text in this place, in Aotearoa New Zealand. For now, however, 
I will hold this framework in tension as I analyse 1 Cor 11:23–34 using mainstream biblical 




Chapter 7: “Initial” Horizons: 1 Corinthians 11:23–34 
 
7.1 Introduction 
In the previous chapter, I engaged with Rev Dr Henare Tate and the Kaupapa Maaori discourse 
to co-construct a lens through which I might view the biblical text. In this chapter, I will begin 
an initial analysis of 1 Corinthians 11:23–34. Because of the limitations of a doctoral thesis, 
this initial analysis of the text will not be a comprehensive analysis of the text. However, I will 
analyse the text and its contexts using the appropriate tools from historical, grammatical, and 
socio-cultural criticism. My primary interest in interpreting this text is to consider the meaning 
of the text in this place, in Aotearoa New Zealand, for Paakehaa in partnership with Maaori 
today. This chapter will begin by exploring some historical context around the text. I will then 
discuss the pericope’s immediate literary context and how the passage interacts with the themes 
in its immediate literary context. Finally, I will engage with the passage and analyse the text in 
three parts: 1 Cor 11:23–36, 27–32, and 33–34. 
The co-constructed lens from the last chapter will be set aside as I conduct the initial 
analysis of the text. Nevertheless, as I reflect on this initial analysis of the text after having 
written the chapter, the influence of the co-constructed lens and the contemporary Maaori 
biblical tradition is apparent in the themes and concerns of the analysis. For example, the 
themes of whanaungatanga and justice have noticeably shaped the direction of the analysis. 
This apparent influence emphasises the point from Rev Dr Upolu Vaai and the Maaori 
hermeneutical discourse, namely that our interpretations are indeed interwoven with our 
relationships, who we are, and our contextual/relational realities (§4.3.2, §4.3.3). 
 
7.2 Historical Context 
 
7.2.1 Introduction 
The Letter of 1 Corinthians arises from a particular place and context in history. To understand 




circumstances. This section will introduce us to the occasion for 1 Corinthians, the city of 
Corinth, the composition of the Corinthian Christian community, and the textual traditions 
around the Lord’s Supper and Last Supper narratives to determine the uniqueness and emphasis 
of Paul’s tradition in 1 Corinthians. 
 
7.2.2 Occasion for the Letter 
Paul sent the epistle to the Corinthians to address numerous issues facing the young community. 
Internally, Paul indicates that the letter is a response to multiple reports. 1  Paul’s explicit 
references to his sources include a report from ‘Chloe’s people’ regarding the Corinthians’ ἔρις 
(1 Cor 1:11); another report concerning an incestuous relationship (5:1); a letter by the 
Corinthians to Paul that refers to marriage practices (7:1); and a visit from ‘Stephanas and 
Fortunatus and Achaicus’ (16:17). Paul also indicates he had written a letter before what is 
known as 1 Corinthians (5:9). Hence, some of the content in 1 Corinthians is Paul’s attempt to 
clarify a misunderstanding stemming from his last letter. 
Additionally, Paul uses περὶ δὲ2 six times through the letter.3 In the first instance, Paul 
specifies the source of his knowledge; περὶ δὲ ὧν ἐγράψατε.4 However, Paul does not specify 
how he knows about the issues in the other five occurrences of the interjection. Some scholars 
have asserted that the explicit mention of a source in 7:1 indicates the subsequent occurrences 
of περὶ δὲ are subordinate to that source, which is referenced initially, i.e., the Corinthians’ 
letter to Paul (7:1). 5  However, Margaret Mitchell’s work on the rhetorical nature of 1 
 
1 Note: when the biblical text is quoted in this chapter I will provide the remaining two languages in the footnote: 
English (NRSV), Maaori (TPT), and Greek (NA28). 
TPT: ‘ngā tautohetohe.’ 
NRSV: ‘quarrels.’ 
Gordon D. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, Rev. ed., NICNT 30 (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. 
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2014), 7–8; Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A 
Commentary on the Greek Text, NIGTC (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 32–6; David E. Garland, 1 
Corinthians, BECNT (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2003), 20–1; C. K. Barrett, A Commentary on the 
First Epistle to the Corinthians, 2nd ed. (London: A. & C. Black, 1971), 4. 
2 TPT: ‘Nā, mō ngā mea.’ 
NRSV: ‘now concerning.’ 
3 1 Cor 7:25, 8:1, 12:1, 16:1, 16:12 
4 TPT: ‘Nā, mō ngā mea i tuhituhi mai nā koutou’ 
NRSV: ‘Now concerning the matters about which you wrote’ 
5 Roy E. Ciampa and Brian S. Rosner, The First Letter to the Corinthians, The Pillar New Testament Commentary 
(Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company; Nottingham, England: Apollos, 2010), 372–73; 
Garland, 1 Corinthians, 363; Hans Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians: A Commentary on the First Epistle to the 
Corinthians, trans. Leitch (Philadelphia, PA: Augsburg Fortress Press, 1975), 115; Leon Morris, 1 Corinthians: 
An Introduction and Commentary 7 (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2008), 105; Simon J. Kistemaker, 




Corinthians demonstrates that the most we can be sure about regarding περὶ δὲ is that both 
author and audience were aware of the topic of discussion.6 Thus, from what we read in 1 
Corinthians, we cannot determine or be sure of the source of Paul’s information when he uses 
περὶ δὲ, aside from its initial use in 1 Cor 7:1. 
 
7.2.3 The City of Corinth 
The Corinthian Christian community was located in the Roman city of Corinth, situated near 
an isthmus. The Greek form of the city was said to be razed in 146 BCE by the Romans under 
Lucius Mummius (Pausanias, Descr. 2.2.2, 7.16.7, Diodorus Siculus, 1957 #2241 32.4.5; 
Velleius Paterculus, Compendium of Roman History. 1.13.1). 7  In 44 BCE, Julius Caesar 
directed ‘Corinth be rebuilt as a Roman colony.’8 In the city’s Greek form (pre-146 BCE), its 
inhabitants were known for lavish and licentious lifestyles.9 This licentiousness is indicated by 
the invention of the word κορινθιάζομαι (Aristophanes, Fragments. 370), meaning ‘to 
fornicate’10 or ‘practise fornication, because Corinth was famous for its courtesans.’11 The 
lavishness could be attributed to the city’s economically strategic placement on a busy trade 
route. 12  This busy trade route contributed significantly to the local Corinthian economy. 
However, while the wealth of Corinth13 was restored under its Roman iteration, it is unlikely 
the city was as licentious as before.14 The stereotype of κορινθιάζομαι does not appear in 
relevant ancient literature apart from Aristophanes’ use. 
 
Message of 1 Corinthians: Life in the Local Church (Leicester: Inter-Varsity, 1993), 114; William Barclay, The 
Letters to the Corinthians, 3rd ed. (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press), 67–8. 
6 Margaret Mary Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation: An Exegetical Investigation of the Language 
and Composition of 1 Corinthians, 1st American ed. (Louisville, KY: Westminster; John Knox Press, 1992), 
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Witherington notes that during the initial colonisation, the relocation of many veterans 
to Corinth ‘was a way of rewarding veterans with land for their years of service, but it was also 
a shrewd means of removing disaffected and potentially volatile elements from Rome.’15 In 
addition to Witherington’s reason, the loyal veterans also served to boost the culture of Rome 
in the new colony.16 Hence, the governance of the city assumed a Roman form of governance. 
Likewise, the official language of Corinth was Latin.17 Nevertheless, there remained a strong 
Hellenistic influence in the culture and language of the city in its everyday common life.18 
After 44 BCE, the city of Corinth is thought to have mainly been composed of Romans 
and Greeks who relocated to Corinth as a part of the Roman colonisation of the land of Corinth. 
These people were known as the Corinthiensis. The Corinthienses were composed of retired 
Roman military veterans, freedmen from Rome, and labourers.19 The city of Corinth was not 
wholly deserted in 44 BCE when it was ordered to be colonised, so the population of Roman 
Corinth also contained some ‘squatters.’20 By the first century CE, Philo notes the Jews had 
also sent a colony to Corinth (Philo, Legat. 281).21 Then, in 49 CE, after being expelled from 
Rome by Tiberius Claudius after disputes with the Jesus-followers, more Jews settled in 
Corinth (Josephus, Ant. 18.81–84; Suetonius, Claud. 25).22 
 
7.2.4 The Corinthian Christian Community 
The Corinthian Christian community is often believed to have been a primarily “Gentile” 
community.23 This is mainly because the issues that Paul addresses throughout the epistle tend 
to be issues that would have arisen from the intersection between Greco-Roman culture and 
the Christian beliefs, ethics, and practices. However, the letter also indicates a Jewish 
contingency in the Corinthian Christian community.24 In this sense, scholars tend to believe the 
 
15 Witherington, Conflict and Community, 6–7. 
16 Keener, 1–2 Corinthians, 6–7. 
17 Keener, 1–2 Corinthians, 6–7; Johnson, 1 Corinthians, 14; Garland, 1 Corinthians, 3. 
18 Keener, 1–2 Corinthians, 7. 
19 Thiselton, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 3. 
20 Keener, 1–2 Corinthians, 8. 
21 Benjamin W. Millis, “The Social and Ethnic Origins of the Colonists in Early Roman Corinth,” in Corinth in 
Contrast: Studies in Inequality, eds. Friesen, et al. (Boston, MA: Brill, 2013), 30. 
22 Thiselton, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 23; Collins, First Corinthians, 22–3; Garland, 1 Corinthians, 18, 
771. 
23 Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 4; Witherington, Conflict and Community, 24, 28; L. L. Welborn, “The 
Corinthian Correspondence,” in All Things to All Cultures: Paul Among Jews, Greeks, and Romans, eds. Harding 
and Nobbs (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2013), 210. 
24 ‘Paul refers to circumcised believers in Corinth (1 Cor. 7:18), he may also allude to a mixed audience in Corinth 




ethnic make-up of the community was a cross-section of Corinthian society (ethnically 
speaking). 
The names of those associated with the Corinthian Christian community throughout the 
biblical text25 suggest the community was a mixture of Jews, Greeks, and Romans.26 Fee argues 
three of the people named are Jewish despite possessing Latin names: Aquila (Acts 18:2), 
Priscilla (18:2), and Crispus (18:8; 1 Cor 1:14).27 Three of the members have Greek names: 
Stephanas (1 Cor 1:15, 16:15–16), Achaicus (16:16),28 Erastus (Rom 16:23).29 The remaining 
names are Latin names belonging to people who may have been Romans: Fortunatus (1 Cor 
16:16),30 Quartus (Rom 16:23), Gaius (Rom 16:23, 1 Cor 1:14), Titius Justus (Acts 18:7).31 
Thistelton suggests that ‘Gaius, Stephanas, and Crispus represent prominent persons of high 
rank, esteem, and probably wealth, respectively, within the Roman, Greek, and Jewish 
communities.’32 From these names and the themes of the letter, it is reasonable to suggest the 
Corinthian Christian community was primarily composed of Greek believers, with some 
Roman and Jewish believers as well. 
It was believed the Corinthian Christian community was composed of a mixture of 
people from all social strata (see Gerd Theissen,33 Wayne Meeks,34 Witherington).35 However, 
following  Justin Meggitt’s research in 1998, biblical scholarship has begun to consider more 
seriously the socio-economic distribution of wealth throughout the Roman Empire during the 
first century CE.36 Thus, Meggitt argued against Theissen’s assertion that the Pauline churches 
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Rosner, First Letter to the Corinthians, 859). 
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Rosner, First Letter to the Corinthians, 859). 
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contained people from all social strata.37 Instead, he proposed that most Pauline churches were 
composed of ‘free labourers and artisans, the enslaved and recent immigrants,’38 who lived in 
poverty (along with ‘99% of the inhabitants of the Empire’).39 
Following the substantial economic research of Friesen,40 Scheidel,41 Longenecker,42 
and Sanders,43 scholarship has more accurately determined that the overwhelming majority of 
the urban areas in the Roman Empire lived near, at, or below subsistence levels (Friesen’s 
Poverty Scales (PS) 5–7 (90%);44 Longenecker’s Economic Scales (ES) 5–7 (80–82%)).45 
Moreover, of those that lived significantly above subsistence, most lived with a modest surplus 
(PS4 7%,46 ES4 15–17%),47 and very few (less than 3%; PS1–3, ES1–3)48 lived in extreme 
wealth.  
Brookins points us towards the implications of this for the Pauline churches in the first 
century.49 He argues that from what we know of the Christian churches, the socio-economic 
distribution of the urban population would not directly transfer to the socio-economic realities 
of the early Christian churches. 50  Instead, we expect the churches to have been 
disproportionately composed of people from the lower socio-economic classes, i.e., those near, 
at, and below subsistence levels.51 Hence, as we consider the Corinthian Christian community, 
it is unlikely that the Corinthians truly were from all social strata in Corinth. The community 
was likely comprised of a variety of people primarily living near, at, or below subsistence levels 
like other early Christian churches. While scholarship does suspect some of the Corinthian 
Christian community may have possessed a modest surplus52 (PS4, ES4), and possibly a local 
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elite (PS3, ES3)53 it is thought to have been a small minority of the overall congregation.54 
Nevertheless, ‘there was ample space for social stratification within the first Christian 
assemblies,’55 even within these socio-economic groupings. 
 
7.2.5 Lord's Supper Narrative Traditions 
The narrative provided by Paul is the earliest written account of the Last Supper in the 
canonical literary tradition. The other three accounts are Matthew 26:26–29, Mark 14:22–25, 
Luke 22:14–23. What follows will recognise the similarities between the accounts, examine 
the differences between the two main traditions, and then discuss Paul’s unique perspective on 
the Last Supper for the practice of the Lord’s Supper. 
Between these four accounts of the Last Supper, the narratives have six primary 
similarities. First, all the accounts take place in the context of a meal.56 Second, all accounts 
report the same ritual elements.57 Third, Jesus is the active character. Fourth, each account 
records the same interactions between Jesus and the elements.58 Fifth, each account records the 
same order of interaction with ritual elements.59  Finally, each account provides the same 
general interpretation or declaration over the ritual elements.60 These similarities demonstrate 
that the accounts each refer to the same event which took place. Additionally, it emphasises 
the aspects of the Lord’s Supper important to all of the accounts.  
The four accounts can also be split into two distinct traditions: Mark-Matthew and Paul-
Luke.61 The main differences between the traditions are time, focus, and function. First, in the 
Mark-Matthew account, we read of Jesus interacting with and distributing the ritual objects 
during the meal (Mark 14:22; Matt 26:26), while in the Paul-Luke traditions, Jesus’ interaction 
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with the ritual objects bookends the meal (1 Cor 11:23–25; Luke 22:19–20).62 Next, in the 
Mark-Matthew account, the bread is simply referred to as τὸ σῶμά μου (Mark 14:22, Matt 
26:26),63  while the cup becomes the focus of the ritual τοῦτο γάρ ἐστιν τὸ αἷμά μου τῆς 
διαθήκης τὸ περὶ πολλῶν ἐκχυννόμενον εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν (Matt 26:28; see also Mark 
14:24).64 However, the Paul-Luke tradition emphasises the given nature of the bread and body 
while omitting any mention of forgiveness.65 Instead, the Paul-Luke tradition focuses on the 
remembrance of Jesus and the givenness of the body and blood:66 
6. τοῦτό μού ἐστιν τὸ σῶμα τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν· τοῦτο ποιεῖτε εἰς τὴν ἐμὴν ἀνάμνησιν (1 Cor 
11:24)67 
7. τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά μου τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν διδόμενον· τοῦτο ποιεῖτε εἰς τὴν ἐμὴν ἀνάμνησιν 
(Luke 22:19)68 
Paul alone records Jesus instructing the audience to τοῦτο ποιεῖτε, ὁσάκις ἐὰν πίνητε (1 
Cor 11:25),69 whereas the Lukan account takes a tangent after Jesus’ interpretation of the cup. 
Luke’s tangent focuses on the betrayal of Jesus (22:21). Finally, the Mark-Matthew narrative 
attaches eschatological anticipation to the Last Supper with Jesus’ words ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι 
οὐκέτι οὐ μὴ πίω ἐκ τοῦ γενήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ἐκείνης ὅταν αὐτὸ πίνω καινὸν 
ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ τοῦ θεοῦ (Mark 14:25).70  Again, Paul-Luke omit this anticipation in their 
account. However, Paul interprets the participation of the ritual elements as a “proclamation” 
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NRSV: ‘This is my body, which is given for you. Do this in remembrance of me.’ 
69 TPT: ‘Meinga tēnei i ngā inumanga katoa.’ 
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of Jesus’ death until he returns (1 Cor 11:26).71 
There are also some significant differences between the Pauline and Lukan accounts. 
The Lukan account places another cup before Jesus interacts with the bread (Luke 22:17–18). 
This cup is not mentioned in any other canonical account of the Last Supper. The Pauline 
tradition is unique in its omission of the ritual objects’ distribution.72 Instead, the distribution 
of the objects appears to be assumed throughout the narrative. Paul somewhat indicates this 
through his emphasis on the givenness of the bread and cup for ὑμῶν (1 Cor 11:24, 25).73 This 
omission may be a liturgical adaptation of the tradition such that those now present at the 
Lord’s Supper, as opposed to the Last Supper (historical event), become included in the 
continuing narrative and practice. In the Gospel accounts of the Last Supper, Jesus’ action of 
giving the ritual objects to his disciples emphasises the historical nature of the accounts instead 
of the liturgical application of the ritual.74 
Paul’s narrative account of the Last Supper highlights the corporate nature and shared-
ness of the event. He begins the meal with the shared participation of the bread, which is the 
shared participation in the body of Jesus (1 Cor 11:24), in his remembrance.75 The meal finishes 
with the shared participation of the cup, which is again simultaneously the shared participation 
in the new covenant (11:25), ratified by the blood of Jesus. The audience is instructed, by Jesus, 
to participate together continually in the cup for his remembrance. Finally, Paul understands 
the meal as the community’s corporate proclamation of Jesus’ death. Paul uniquely emphasises 
that the ritual success of the κυριακὸν δεῖπνον76 is dependent on the quality of the community’s 
συνέρχομαι77 with one another and with their deity, Jesus. 
 
7.2.6 Summary 
This section has discussed some of the historical context of the First Letter to the Corinthians. 
First, we looked at the occasions that led to the composition of this letter which is a response 
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to various reports and a letter from and about the Corinthian Christian community. Second, we 
saw that Corinth was still a relatively young Roman colony at this time and was composed of 
a broad mix of people from different ethnic backgrounds. The Corinthian Christian community 
likely had a mixture of people from Jewish, Greek, and Roman backgrounds. Third, although 
the community had a range of people from different social strata, not many were from the upper 
echelons of Corinthian society. Most of the community were likely poor. Finally, we saw that 
Paul’s version of the Lord’s Supper narrative emphasises sharing the Lord’s Supper with one 
another and the proclamation of Jesus’ death. Now, we will turn to examine the literary context 
of 1 Corinthians 11:23–34. 
 
7.3 Literary Context 
 
7.3.1 Introduction 
In this part of Paul’s letter to the Corinthians (1 Cor 11:2–13:13), Paul addresses various 
worship practices in the Corinthian gatherings. This part (11:2–16) starts with Paul addressing 
an issue concerning women and head coverings in the gatherings. He urges the women to return 
to the teaching of ἡ φύσις αὐτὴ (v. 14),78 which he argues testifies to the degrading disposition 
of long hair on men but the glorifying quality of long hair on women (vv. 14–15). From this, 
Paul moves to admonish the Corinthians for their practice of the Lord’s Supper (ὅτι οὐκ εἰς τὸ 
κρεῖσσον ἀλλʼ εἰς τὸ ἧσσον συνέρχεσθε; v. 17)79 because it shames the poor (v. 22). Further 
on, Paul appeals to the Corinthians to consider themselves as the body of Jesus (12:12–31). In 
doing so, Paul argues that the Corinthians must recognise that all parts of the body are necessary 
for the body to function well (vv. 21–26). So too is it in the Corinthian Christian community; 
all people and gifts are necessary for the community to function at its best (vv. 26–30). Paul 
then goes on in 1 Cor 13 to exhort the Corinthians to hold love as the highest value and know 
that love is more important than using the spiritual gifts to compete for honour. 
 
 
78 TPT: ‘te whakaaro māori nei anō.’ 
NRSV: ‘nature itself.’ 
79 TPT: ‘kāhore hoki koutou e whakamine mō te pai, engari mō te kino.’ 




7.3.2 1 Corinthians 11:2–22 
Within Paul’s letter, 1 Corinthians 11:2–16 and 1 Cor 11:17–22 directly precede 1 Cor 11:23–
34. Scholars often comment on the difficulty of interpreting 1 Cor 11:2–16.80 In this pericope, 
Paul addresses the practice of some women in the group who worship without veiling their 
heads.81 He makes some appeal to the order of creation, in which παντὸς ἀνδρὸς ἡ κεφαλὴ ὁ 
Χριστός ἐστιν, κεφαλὴ δὲ γυναικὸς ὁ ἀνήρ, κεφαλὴ δὲ τοῦ Χριστοῦ ὁ θεός (v. 3).82  The 
consequence of this ordering, according to Paul, is that if a man worships with a veiled head, 
he disgraces God, because τὴν κεφαλὴν εἰκὼν καὶ δόξα θεοῦ ὑπάρχων (v. 7).83 On the other 
hand, women are merely the ‘reflection’ or glory of man (v. 7).84 Paul justifies this by arguing 
woman was made from man (γυνὴ ἐξ ἀνδρός; v. 8)85 and woman was made for man (γυνὴ διὰ 
τὸν ἄνδρα; v. 9).86 He consequently draws this to a “logical” conclusion that women should 
present this authority over them by wearing a head covering, to which he adds the confusing 
reason διὰ τοὺς ἀγγέλους (v. 10).87 
Next, Paul balances his argument by explaining that both men and women were made 
for each other (vv. 11–12) but continues by saying women and men have their own unique 
ways of glorifying God.88 This pericope ends with Paul’s final judgment, where he designates 
women worshipping unveiling as a practice inconsistent with the tradition of the churches of 
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81 Garland, 1 Corinthians, 512–13. 
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God (v. 16).89 Along with his praise of the Corinthians’ adherence to tradition in v. 2, Paul’s 
judgment in v. 16 creates a strong rhetorical imperative from Paul to the Corinthian Church as 
he urges them to return to the tradition of the Church of God and return to the tradition he has 
taught to them.90 
For this thesis, the following passage (1 Cor 11:17–22) is the prelude to the part I will 
analyse below (§7.4, §8). This pericope provides the circumstantial context for Paul’s 
subsequent argument in 1 Cor 11:23–34.91 Paul refutes the practices which have arisen, in his 
absence, at the Lord’s Supper, which are οὐκ εἰς τὸ κρεῖσσον ἀλλʼ εἰς τὸ ἧσσον συνέρχεσθε 
(v. 17).92 Similarly to the previous issue, Paul’s argument remains on the practices of the 
Corinthian Christian community when they gather as a community93 in Corinth (v. 17).94 Paul 
has learnt about divisions occurring at the Corinthians’ practice of the Lord’s Supper (v. 18).95 
These divisions are detrimental to the group (v. 17).96 The reason for these divisions, according 
to Paul, is that when the group comes to eat when they meet together οὐκ ἔστιν κυριακὸν 
δεῖπνον φαγεῖν· ἕκαστος γὰρ τὸ ἴδιον δεῖπνον προλαμβάνει ἐν τῷ φαγεῖν, καὶ ὃς μὲν πεινᾷ ὃς 
δὲ μεθύει (vv. 20b–21). 97  Paul characterises this practice as despising God’s ἐκκλησία 
(ekklēsia)98 and humiliating the people in the ekklēsia who go without (v. 22).99 
 
 
89 Ciampa and Rosner, First Letter to the Corinthians, 540–41. 
90 Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 551–52, 585–86, 595–96, 604; Garland, 1 Corinthians, 531–32; Ciampa 
and Rosner, First Letter to the Corinthians, 540–41. 
91 Garland, 1 Corinthians, 533–44; Collins, First Corinthians, 416–24; Keener, 1–2 Corinthians, 98. 
92 TPT: ‘kāhore hoki koutou e whakamine mō te pai, engari mō te kino.’ 
NRSV: ‘because when you come together it is not for the better but for the worse.’ 
Collins, First Corinthians, 421. 
93 Johnson, 1 Corinthians, 204. 
94 Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 193–94; Collins, First Corinthians, 421–22; Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 
594–96; Ciampa and Rosner, First Letter to the Corinthians, 543–45; Thiselton, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 
856–58; Garland, 1 Corinthians, 536–38. 
95 Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 193–94; Collins, First Corinthians, 421–22; Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 
594–96; Ciampa and Rosner, First Letter to the Corinthians, 543–45; Thiselton, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 
856–58; Garland, 1 Corinthians, 536–38. 
96 Garland, 1 Corinthians, 537. 
97 TPT: ‘e kore e taea kia kai i te hapa a te Ariki. I te mea hoki e kai ana koutou, ka kai tēnā, tēnā, i tāna hapa i 
mua atu i tētahi; ā, ka hiakai tētahi, ka haurangi tētahi.’ 
NRSV: ‘it is not really to eat the Lord’s supper. For when the time comes to eat, each of you goes ahead with 
your own supper, and one goes hungry and another becomes drunk.’ 
Johnson, 1 Corinthians, 205; Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 194–95; Collins, First Corinthians, 422–23; Fee, First 
Epistle to the Corinthians, 597–601; Ciampa and Rosner, First Letter to the Corinthians, 545–46; Thiselton, First 
Epistle to the Corinthians, 860–64; Garland, 1 Corinthians, 540–41. 
98 TPT: ‘te hāhi.’ 
NRSV: ‘the church.’ 
99 Johnson, 1 Corinthians, 206; Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 195; Collins, First Corinthians, 423–24; Fee, First 
Epistle to the Corinthians, 601–3; Ciampa and Rosner, First Letter to the Corinthians, 546–48; Thiselton, First 




7.3.3 1 Corinthians 12–13 
Directly after Paul rebukes the greedy practices of some Corinthians, we come to 1 Corinthians 
12–13. These chapters continue Paul’s rhetoric from 1 Cor 11:23–34. The theme of considering 
the needs of others before the needs of oneself continues to be prominent in Paul’s thinking. 
Having argued with the Corinthians around this theme in relation to the Lord’s Supper in 1 Cor 
11:23–34, Paul now calls for the Corinthians to recognise their unity and diversity as one body 
with many parts in the one Spirit and the supremacy of love above all other gifts. Therefore, 
Paul spends 1 Cor 12–13 explaining his body metaphor, which he had already used in 10:16–
17 and alluded to in 11:23–34, and his teaching on love. 100  This is an expansion of the 
implications of the Lord’s Supper for group identity and construction in Corinth. 
Paul begins by reminding the Corinthians that as a group, they are united by one Spirit. 
Their unification in the Spirit is similar to the unification of the body. While the body has many 
different parts, it continues to be one whole.101 Hence, Paul emphasises that the same Spirit 
gives all the spiritual gifts to the Church (12:1–11). 102  Then Paul moves to convince the 
Corinthians of the importance of each member in the body, for each member brings their own 
giftedness to the whole body (vv. 12–30). This point is contrasted through a series of rhetorical 
questions to demonstrate the absurdity of the whole body being made only of one part (12:17, 
19, 29–30).103 If the whole body were merely one part of the body, it would not be able to 
function. Paul’s argument peaks when he reminds the Corinthians of how we treat parts of our 
physical bodies, ἃ δοκοῦμεν ἀτιμότερα εἶναι τοῦ σώματος τούτοις τιμὴν περισσοτέραν 
περιτίθεμεν, καὶ τὰ ἀσχήμονα ἡμῶν εὐσχημοσύνην περισσοτέραν ἔχει (v. 23).104 Therefore, 
Paul aims to emphasise the care of the vulnerable over the care of the honourable. 
Paul justifies his emphasis on care in 1 Cor 13. He attempts to persuade the Corinthians 
of the primacy of love for all things instead of focusing on the social value of their spiritual 
gifts for personal gain.105 Paul argues that love is the paramount value the Corinthian group 
 
100 Ciampa and Rosner, First Letter to the Corinthians, 591; Keener, 1–2 Corinthians, 103; Fitzmyer, First 
Corinthians, 476; Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 667–68. 
101 Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 668–69; Keener, 1–2 Corinthians, 104; Thiselton, First Epistle to the 
Corinthians, 996–97; Witherington, Conflict and Community, 258. 
102 Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 646; Bruce W. Winter, After Paul Left Corinth: The Influence of Secular 
Ethics and Social Change (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2001), 180–81; Keener, 1–2 Corinthians, 101. 
103 Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 676–77, 688–89; Fitzmyer, First Corinthians, 480, 484; Garland, 1 
Corinthians, 595. 
104 TPT: ‘ko ngā wāhi hoki o te tinana e kīia ana e tātou he iti te hōnore, nui atu te hōnore e whakataua iho ana 
e tātou ki ērā; nui atu hoki te ātaahua ki ō tātou wāhi marutuna.’ 
NRSV: ‘those members of the body that we think less honorable we clothe with greater honor, and our less 
respectable members are treated with greater respect.’ 




ought to desire.106 For Paul, in the absence of love, all things are without gain (13:1–3). 
Throughout vv. 4–7, Paul provides various characteristics, defining what he means by 
love. Verses 8–11 of Paul’s rhetoric assert that prophecy and tongues will come to an end, just 
as childhood comes to an end.107 When the eschaton arrives, the church will know God, causing 
the need for the spiritual gifts to fade away.108 In verse 12, Paul tells the Corinthians the spiritual 
gifts are tools for the church in this age. They are tools of ecclesiastical edification (14:3, 5). 
Hence, a variety of spiritual gifts are given to various people for the benefit of the whole church. 
However, each gift is not given to every person. When the time comes for the spiritual gifts to 
fade away, however, all that will remain are πίστις,109 ἐλπίς,110 ἀγάπη,111 of which Paul identifies 
love as the paramount value (13:13). 
 
7.3.4 Summary 
The literary context of 1 Cor 11:23–34 contains two main themes as Paul addresses the 
reoccurring issue of division in the community. These themes are a return to tradition and the 
supremacy of love. In the issue preceding the pericope, Paul urges the Corinthians to return to 
the common tradition of the ekklēsia of God (v. 16). He then moves to rebuke the Corinthians 
for their divergence from the tradition of the Lord’s Supper he initially taught them (vv. 17–
22). This divergence has led to the group becoming more divided and has been profoundly 
detrimental to the community’s wellbeing (v. 22). 
Following 1 Cor 11:23–34, the foregrounded theme changes from returning to tradition 
to loving one another and the supremacy of love. Paul begins by reminding the Corinthians 
that they are one body together in the one Spirit of God. Therefore, they should not use their 
spiritual gifts to assert their honour over one another. Instead, the Corinthians should use their 
spiritual gifts for the good of the whole church. It is their love for one another for which each 
of them should be striving. The spiritual gifts in the community are temporary for the 
 
Corinthians, 488–89. 
106 Witherington, Conflict and Community, 269–70, 273; Garland, 1 Corinthians, 627. 
107 Garland, 1 Corinthians, 620–21; Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 714–17; Keener, 1–2 Corinthians, 109. 
108 Thiselton, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 1070–71; Keener, 1–2 Corinthians, 109; Ciampa and Rosner, First 
Letter to the Corinthians, 660. 
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edification of the whole church, but love remains the most important thing, which shall not 
pass away. As we turn to analyse 1 Cor 11:23–34, we will see that Paul’s exhortation uses both 
themes of returning to tradition and the supremacy of love to persuade the Corinthians to 
practice the Lord’s Supper in a way that is reflective of Christ. 
 
7.4 Textual Analysis 
 
7.4.1 Introduction 
In §7.2, this chapter discussed the historical circumstances surrounding this letter. Then, in 
§7.3, I discussed the issues and themes in 1 Cor 11:2–22 and 1 Cor 12–14, which surround 1 
Cor 11:23–34. This discussion showed how 1 Cor 11:23–34 fits into the flow of this section of 
1 Corinthians, and how there are continuing themes in this part of the letter, such as returning 
to tradition and the pre-eminence of love. Having discussed the historical and literary context, 
I will conduct a detailed analysis of the text in 1 Cor 11:23–34, i.e., analysing the passage’s 
words, phrases, and ideas. 
Throughout this part of his argument, Paul exhorts the Corinthians to return to the 
tradition he initially taught to them, seek the betterment of the community, share their power, 
and restore the equity of the violated. He recounts the institution narrative and subsequently 
gives the Corinthians instructions to align their practice with the tradition. The instructions 
revolve around recognising the inherent ontological equality of all members in Christ’s body 
and the importance of the Greedy112 serving the Hungry113 instead of being self-serving. 
 
7.4.3 1 Corinthians 11:23–26 
In 1 Corinthians 11:23–26, Paul recalls the tradition of the Lord’s Supper. The preamble for 
Paul’s recollection of the tradition demonstrates Paul’s perception of the authority of the 
 
112 Used as a designation for those characterised as the offenders, 1 Cor 11:17–22, whose avaricious behaviour 
was detrimental to the Lord’s Supper practice. 
113 Used as a designation for those who suffer from the lack of food due to the avaricious behaviour of others at 




tradition itself. 114  Paul’s perception is shown of the tradition’s authority using the phrase 
παρέλαβον ἀπὸ τοῦ κυρίου.115 One might be tempted to conclude that Paul claims he has 
received the knowledge of this tradition through direct divine revelation. While this may be 
what he means, the phrase has a more plausible explanation. The composition of this phrase 
leads us to believe it is being used in a similar style to how it is used in the rabbinic traditions, 
other Jewish traditions, and philosophical traditions. Numerous scholars believe παραδίδωμι116 
and παρέλαβον 117  are indicative of the transmission of ritual, religious, or philosophical 
knowledge.118 As Raymond Collins explains, 
His language, in which the verbs “received” (parelabon) and “handed on” (paredōka) 
seem to call for one another, echoes the language of Hellenistic philosophers and that 
of the ancient rabbis. As used by the rabbis the equivalent Hebrew verbs qibbēl, “to 
receive” and māsar, “to deliver” had virtually a technical meaning. Principally used in 
reference to the tradition of the halakoth, the terminology implied that received 
teaching was faithfully and authoritatively handed on from one generation to the next. 
Use of this terminology implied the relevance of what was handed on for those to 
whom it was given. What was at issue when these verbs were used was a living 
tradition, firmly rooted in the memory of the past and fully applicable to the lives of 
those to whom it was being transmitted.119 
Therefore, rather than the tradition coming to Paul through divine revelation, the composition 
of the preamble is suggestive of Paul indicating ‘the transmission of religious instructions.’120 
This form has been influenced by the culture of his Jewish religious education.121 Hence, these 
scholars argue the transmission phrase implies the tradition Paul handed down to the Corinthian 
can be traced back to the Lord Jesus but is not indicative of having come to Paul directly from 
Jesus.122 Ciampa and Rosner assert that this structure of Paul’s preamble ‘makes it clear that 
his teaching is not idiosyncratic but reflects the standard and traditional teaching.’123 
 
114 Jamir, Exclusion and Judgment, 145–48; Ciampa and Rosner, First Letter to the Corinthians, 548–49; Collins, 
First Corinthians, 425–26. 
115 TPT: ‘Kua riro mai hoki i ahau i te Ariki.’ 
NRSV: ‘I received from the Lord.’ 
116 TPT: ‘riro mai.’ 
NRSV: ‘handed on.’ 
117 TPT: ‘tuku atu.’ 
NRSV: ‘received from.’ 
118 Collins, First Corinthians, 425–26, 431; Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 607; Paul Gardner, 1 Corinthians 
(Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2018), 508; Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 195–96; Thiselton, First Epistle to the 
Corinthians, 867; Ciampa and Rosner, First Letter to the Corinthians, 548; Hays, First Corinthians, 197; Jamir, 
Exclusion and Judgment, 145–48. 
119 Collins, First Corinthians, 425–26. 
120 Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 607. 
121 Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 607. 
122 Ciampa and Rosner, First Letter to the Corinthians, 425; Hays, First Corinthians, 197. 




Paul begins recounting the tradition proper with the temporal setting of the meal; ἐν τῇ 
νυκτὶ ᾗ παρεδίδετο.124 LSJ demonstrate the verb παραδίδωμι generally means “giving over” in 
some sense.125 Concerning persons, they recommend ‘give a city or person into another’s 
hands, ... as a hostage, or to an enemy, deliver up, surrender, ... with collat[eral] notion of 
treachery, betray, ... commit oneself to fortune, ... give way.’126 BDAG concur with a similar 
interpretation of the word as it relates to people.127 
The translation of παραδίδωμι in v. 23c is ambiguous. While the subject of the verb is 
clear, the agent of παραδίδωμι is left to our speculation. Many recognise the possible 
interpretation of the verb to refer to Jesus’ betrayal by Judas as described in the Gospel 
accounts.128 Hays argues that the assumption that Judas is the agent neglects the placement of 
the word in v. 23.129 Παραδίδωμι in v. 23c is the second use of the verb by Paul in this verse. 
The first instance, ὃ καὶ παρέδωκα ὑμῖν, 130  is usually translated as ‘hand down legends, 
opinions, etc.’131 or ‘I handed on’132 in v. 23b. 
In recognition of this repetition, Hays prefers to translate the second occurrence, v. 23c, 
in a like manner.133 Therefore, he opts for the translation, ‘that the Lord Jesus on the night when 
he was handed over took a loaf of bread.’134 Hays argues this translation of the verse is similar 
to another instance of παραδίδωμι in Paul’s writing. In Rom 4:25 and 8:32, Hays reads, ‘Jesus 
was “handed over” (paredothē) to death by God “for our trespasses” and God “gave him up 
(paredōken) for all of us.’135 This interpretation of Rom 4:25 and 8:32 is influenced by the 
wording in LXX Isa 53, particularly verses 6 and 12b. He argues these instances employ the 
divine passive to identify God as the agent of the verb.136 Therefore, Hays asserts Paul could 
also be using the divine passive in 1 Cor 11:23: ‘If Paul is thinking along similar lines here, the 
 
124 TPT: ‘i taua pō i tukua ai ia.’ 
NRSV: ‘on the night when he was betrayed.’ 
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129 Hays, First Corinthians, 198. 
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131 LSJ, 1308 emphasis original. 
132 Hays, First Corinthians, 198. 
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134 Hays, First Corinthians, 198 emphasis original. 
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meaning would be, “on the night when God handed the Lord Jesus over to death for our sake, 
he took a loaf of bread.”’137 Fitzmyer agrees, noting,  
Paredideto, as impf. pass., could refer to the arrest of Jesus following the activity of 
Judas Iscariot, well known from the passion narratives of the Gospels, to which Paul 
is scarcely referring, because he never seems to refer to him elsewhere or to what he 
did.138 
Therefore, like Hays, Fitzmyer offers two other possibilities, ‘It could be understood rather as 
either a divine pass[ive] (handed over by God) or a mid[dle], “he (Jesus) was handing himself 
over.”’ 139  However, these arguments do rely on a degree of conjecture because there is 
insufficient evidence in the verse for us to be sure of the agent of παραδίδωμι in v. 23c. 
Therefore, its meaning remains ambiguous. 
Nevertheless, what is clear is that Paul is referring to a specific narrative in a larger 
body of knowledge, which is known to both Paul and the Corinthians. The narrative moves 
from the context and circumstances of the meal to describe Jesus’ actions at the meal. It begins 
with his interaction with the ritual objects; ὁ κύριος Ἰησοῦς ... ἔλαβεν ἄρτον καὶ εὐχαριστήσας 
ἔκλασεν καὶ εἶπεν· τοῦτό μού ἐστιν τὸ σῶμα τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν· τοῦτο ποιεῖτε εἰς τὴν ἐμὴν 
ἀνάμνησιν (vv. 23–24).140 Jesus takes the bread, gives thanks for it, breaks it, and speaks over 
it.141 These actions, according to Fee, were the typical actions of the head of the house during 
a Jewish meal.142 Εὐχαριστέω143 is often equated to the same practice Paul describes when he 
mentions the cup in 10:16,144 which is also interpreted as an allusion to the Passover meal.145 
 
137 Hays, First Corinthians, 198. 
138 Fitzmyer, First Corinthians, 436. 
139 Fitzmyer, First Corinthians, 436. 
140 TPT: ‘i tangohia e te Ariki, e Īhu, te taro, ā, ka mutu te whakawhetai, ka whatia e ia, nā ka mea ia, “Tangohia, 
kainga; ko tōku tinana tēnei ka whatiwhatia nei mō koutou. Meinga tēnei hei whakamahara ki ahau.”’ 
NRSV: ‘the Lord Jesus … took a loaf of bread, and when he had given thanks, he broke it and said, “This is my 
body that is for you. Do this in remembrance of me.”’ 
141 Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 608–9. 
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NRSV: ‘The cup of blessing that we bless, is it not a sharing in the blood of Christ?’ 
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the Last Supper meal to emphasis Jesus as the Passover sacrifice (“‘Not By Bread Alone…’: The Ritualization of 




While this may make sense in the broader context of the institution narrative, Paul’s use of the 
institution narrative reflects his specific decision in his guidance of the Corinthians.146 
For example, as I discussed in §7.2.5, where all other accounts of the Lord’s Supper 
narrative record Jesus’ act of giving the bread and the cup to the other characters (the disciples), 
Paul’s rendition of the tradition omits any such detail. Jesus does not “give” (it is left to be 
assumed), and he is also the only named character in the narrative. The other character in Paul’s 
tradition is the second-person plural personal pronoun, ὑμῶν,147 without any further definition. 
The omission of the disciples in Paul’s account may be a liturgical decision to bring the various 
Christian groups into the story as characters.148 In recognition of Jesus’ presence at the meal, 
the Corinthian Christians function as the disciples in the story.149 I would argue it is for this 
reason Jesus does not act towards the disciples but towards you (pl.), the followers. 
Paul’s use of Jesus in the narrative places Jesus as the patron of the meal. It is Jesus 
who is host in the institution of the Lord’s Supper. Later in the pericope (vv. 27–30), Paul will 
connect Jesus as host in the institution narrative to the eating and drinking occurring at Corinth 
at the Lord’s Supper. This will emphasise that the Corinthians are indeed eating and drinking 
from Jesus’ table. Likewise, then, Jesus as the host continues into the Corinthians’ practice of 
the Lord’s Supper. Ciampa and Rosner write, ‘The Lord Jesus is described as the patron 
overseeing the meal who gives the blessing and distributes the food. He is Lord of all creation 
and Lord, in particular of all those who eat at his table.’150 Because Jesus is the host at the 
Corinthian meal, it is the Lord, the host, who is sinned against by the unfitting conduct of the 
Corinthian Christian community. Therefore, when the Corinthians come together to share a 
meal, they are being hosted by the Lord Jesus and are dining with him. 
In addition to the ritualised actions of Jesus, Paul mentions the words Jesus speaks over 
the bread and the cup, which are distinct from the εὐχαριστέω.151 The first element Jesus 
declares to be his body, τοῦτό μού ἐστιν τὸ σῶμα τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν (v. 24).152 Jesus declares the 
 
146 Winter calls our attention to the fact that Paul has changed some of the word order in his form of the narrative. 
He argues this change ought to be understood as the proximal demonstrative of Jesus’ action instead of the bread 
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which appear to suit the ongoing groups participation into the story. 
147 TPT: ‘koutou.’ 
NRSV: ‘you.’ 
148 Collins, First Corinthians, 426. 
149 Collins, First Corinthians, 426. 
150 Ciampa and Rosner, First Letter to the Corinthians, 548, emphasis added. 
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152 TPT: ‘ko tōku tinana tēnei ka whatiwhatia nei mō koutou.’ 




second element to be his blood.153 Following each of his declarations over the elements, Jesus 
commands the community to ‘do this in remembrance of me’ (vv. 24, 25).154 Paul uses the 
second-person plural, present, active imperative of ποιέω, 155  indicating the command’s 
inclusive and continuous effect. The practice is inclusive because it involves all of the 
community. Jesus commands the whole community to participate in his body and blood.156 The 
command also necessitates the Corinthian Christian community’s ongoing practice of the 
Lord’s Supper because the form of the command in the tradition does not limit the practice to 
that specific night. Instead, the community is instructed and commanded to continually practice 
the tradition. 
Jesus adds an extra instruction in association with the cup (in contrast with the bread 
where this instruction is not included), τοῦτο ποιεῖτε, ὁσάκις ἐὰν πίνητε (v. 25). 157  This 
instruction further emphasises the continuous nature of the ritualised meal, indicated by the 
frequency of Jesus’ command (i.e., they are to do this whenever they drink the cup), and 
redefines the meaning of participation in the cup. Thus, the Jesus-followers are commanded to 
continue practising the Lord’s Supper and practice it each time they share wine together.158 
The final part of this section of the pericope begins the transition from the narrative 
tradition to the explanation.159 The practices of the Lord’s Supper are so significant because 
they themselves are a proclamation of Jesus’ death (v. 26). It is the practices that become a 
chief testimony to the death of Jesus in anticipation of Christ’s return. How the Corinthian 
Christian community eat the bread and drink the cup is declarative of Christ’s death.160 Hence, 
the Corinthians’ conduct at the Lord’s Supper was inconsistent with the tradition, as it had been 
passed down by Paul and inconsistent with the purpose of the meal. Whereas the Lord’s Supper 
was meant to be a proclamation of Jesus’ self-giving death and the unity of the community in 
Jesus, the meal, in reality, was emphasising the greed of one group in complete disregard of 
another and the depth of the division among the Corinthian Christian community. 
 
153 TPT: ‘Ko te kawenata hou tēnei kapu i runga i ōku toto.’ 
NA28: τοῦτο τὸ ποτήριον ἡ καινὴ διαθήκη ἐστὶν ἐν τῷ ἐμῷ αἵματι 
NRSV: ‘This cup is the new covenant in my blood’ 
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155 TPT: ‘Meinga.’ 
NRSV: ‘do.’ 
156 Barrett, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 269. 
157 TPT: ‘Meinga tēnei i ngā inumanga katoa.’ 
NRSV: ‘Do this, as often as you drink it.’ 
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In this first part of the pericope, Paul begins to instruct the Corinthians about how they 
should be practising the Lord’s Supper. Paul uses the Lord’s Supper narrative to remind the 
Corinthians of the tradition of the Lord’s Supper. It is this tradition the Corinthians have strayed 
from in their persistent abuses at their gatherings. Therefore, the Lord’s Supper narrative 
becomes the foundation of Paul’s restorative instructions for the Corinthians. Paul’s 
instructions through vv. 27–34 flow from the Corinthians’ return to the tradition from vv. 23–
26. 
 
7.4.4 1 Corinthians 11:27–32 
Verse 27 begins with the inferential conjunction ὥστε.161 This functions to connect Paul’s 
retelling of the Last Supper narrative with the present situation in the Corinthian Christian 
community.162 Here, Paul links together the bread and the cup of the Lord directly with the 
body and blood of the Lord.163 Paul tells the Corinthian Christian community that taking the 
bread and cup “unfittingly” (ἀναξίως)164 will cause them to be liable (ἔνοχος)165 for the body 
and blood. Historically, ἀναξίως was interpreted as an adjective causing the phrase to read 
“unworthy people.”166 However, this is a misunderstanding. Ἀναξίως is the adverbial form of 
ἀνάξιος. Therefore, ἀναξίως describes the verbs ἐσθίῃ167 and πίνῃ,168 not the people.169 For Paul, 
it is the eating and drinking in an unfitting way that is problematic. Nevertheless, we are still 
left wondering what eating and drinking in an unfitting way might entail. 
Brookins and Longenecker believe ἀναξίως ought to be interpreted considering vv. 33–
34. They write, ‘to take the elements “unworthily” seems to mean, “to take the elements 
without regard to the unity they represent/effect.”’170 While ἀναξίως can be interpreted in light 
 
161 TPT: ‘Mō reira.’ 
NRSV: ‘Therefore.’ 
162 Collins, First Corinthians, 438. 
163 Jamir, Exclusion and Judgment, 176. 
164 TPT: ‘kai hē … inu hē.’ 
NRSV: ‘unworthy manner.’ 
165 TPT: ‘whai hara.’ 
NRSV: ‘be answerable.’ 
166 Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 619; Jamir, Exclusion and Judgment, 171–72. 
167 TPT: ‘kai.’ 
NRSV: ‘eats.’ 
168 TPT: ‘inu.’ 
NRSV: ‘drinks.’ 
169 Wolfgang Schrage, Der erste Brief an die Korinther 4 vols.; vol. Teilbd. 3 (Zürich, Düsseldorf: Neukirchen-
Vluyn: Benziger Verlag; Neukirchener Verlag, 1999), 48; BDAG, 69  
170 Timothy A. Brookins and Bruce W. Longenecker, 1 Corinthians 10–16: A Handbook on the Greek Text (Waco, 




of vv. 33–34, I think the more natural reading is to interpret ἀναξίως through Paul’s description 
of the behaviour and attitude of the Corinthians in the preceding verses, particularly vv. 17–22. 
Ciampa and Rosner suggest that ἀναξίως eating and drinking ‘demeans, humiliates, or 
disrespects other members of Christ’s community.’171 
Fee’s interpretation of ἀναξίως calls us back to Paul’s earlier charges against the 
Corinthians in vv. 20–22,172 whereas Conzelmann interprets ἀναξίως as ‘eating unfittingly,’173 
which he asserts means ‘when the Supper of the Lord is treated as one’s “own supper.”’174 
Jamir argues that ἀναξίως ‘refers to the attitude and actions of some of the members that has 
[sic] created a party spirit and division which also manifested during the fellowship meal.’175 
The interpretation offered by Ciampa and Rosner, Fee, Conzelmann, and Jamir, who 
recognise the way ἀναξίως refers back to Paul’s previous description of the ‘attitude and 
actions of some of the members,’176 highlights the ritual dissonance between the institution 
narrative and the practice of the Corinthians. Therefore, Paul’s recounting of the institution 
narrative exists in contrast with some of the Corinthians’ unfitting behaviour and attitudes. The 
proclamation being made in the Corinthian practice of the Lord’s Supper is not coherent with 
the Lord’s Supper tradition.177 
Paul now ventures further into his rebuke in the second clause; ἔνοχος ἔσται τοῦ 
σώματος καὶ τοῦ αἵματος τοῦ κυρίου (v. 27b).178 The relationship between ἔνοχος and τοῦ 
σώματος καὶ τοῦ αἵματος τοῦ κυρίου179 is complicated to interpret. Nevertheless, Fee sums up 
the two main understandings of this clause, writing, ‘In genitive constructions such as this one, 
it can denote either the person sinned against or the crime itself. In this case, therefore, it can 
mean either “guilty of sinning against the Lord” in some way, or “to be held liable for his death, 
which the body and blood represent.”’180 To these Garland adds a third view, namely that the 
Corinthians are liable for transgressing the holiness of the meal.181 
The first of these interpretations appears early on in the verse’s interpretive history. 
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Both Justin Martyr and Augustine present a form of this interpretation in their writings.182 This 
interpretation argues that Paul is saying the elements themselves are being desecrated in their 
capacity as the body and blood of Christ. Hays criticises this understanding by pointing out 
that, in v. 25, Paul intentionally ‘avoids identifying the wine directly with the blood of 
Christ.’183 
However, Hays’ critique here is weak. While Paul may avoid directly identifying the 
cup in the same way he does the bread, Paul creates a parallelism in vv. 27–28: ‘eats the bread 
or drinks the cup of the Lord … answerable for the body and blood of the Lord. … only then 
eat of the bread and drink of the cup.’184 Thus, there is a direct association between the elements 
and the body and blood of Jesus that Paul has made in v. 27, and it continues through to v. 28. 
Other commentators believe the desecration interpretation distracts our interpretation from 
Paul’s primary concern 185  in the passage, which Garland defines as the ‘despising and 
humiliating [of the Corinthian’s] impoverished brothers and sisters at their supper, not the 
profaning of the elements.’186 
From a ritual theory perspective,187 the desecration theory holds significant weight. 
Chelcent Fuad, drawing on Ronald L. Grimes, characterises the Corinthians’ practice of the 
ritual as ritual ‘misapplication, misexecution (flaw), insincerity, ineffectuality, defeat, and 
misframe.’188 In particular, the misapplication, misexecution (flaw), and ineffectuality of the 
ritual are relevant for the desecration interpretation. Fuad describes how the ritual becomes 
subject to inappropriate circumstances (v. 22). The Corinthians are not using an authorised 
script (hence, Paul provides the original script; vv. 23–26), and the ritual does not produce the 
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desired outcome, indicating its ineffectuality. 189  This analysis of the text provides strong 
support for the desecration interpretation. Thus, while Garland is correct that desecration of the 
ritual is not Paul’s primary concern, the desecration is implicit in Paul’s thinking.190 
The second interpretation argues that Paul accuses the Corinthians of being liable for 
the death of Jesus through their practice.191 Garland and Hays point out that in the institution 
pericope and v. 29, Paul emphasises the bread as the body, while the reference to the cup as 
blood is omitted in v. 29.192 In this view, Garland suggests the meaning of the body is directly 
linked to the idea established by Paul in 10:16–17. In sharing the bread at the Lord’s Supper, 
the Corinthians become the one body of Christ.193 
Hays makes a similar connection concerning the identity of the Corinthian Christian 
community as the body of Christ.194 Paul justified this by referring to the Corinthian Christian 
community as a whole, particularly the hungry, humiliated Corinthians, as the body of the Lord. 
Barrett and Hofius believe the use of σῶμα in v. 29 (in connection with v. 27) is outside a 
reasonable literary context of 1 Cor 10:16–17.195 Therefore, they assert that Paul is not using it 
as a reference for his readers. 
However, I disagree that vv. 27 and 29 are outside the reasonable reference range of 
10:16–17. First, the medium of 1 Corinthians as a letter indicates its ability to be read multiple 
times and be self-referential across the letter. Second, the thematic similarity between 11:23–
34 and 10:16–17 is far too close to be simply divorced from one another. Brookins and 
Longenecker believe there is no indication that ‘church’196 is being referenced by Paul at this 
point.197 Therefore, they prefer to interpret σῶμα to refer to all that it meant for Christ to die for 
them signified in the σῶμα.198 However, in v. 29, they do suggest that Paul could be employing 
a ‘double entendre, so that (this interpretation) could come through as a secondary meaning, 
after the physical body of Christ.’199 
While I think there is a more substantial point of reference being made in 11:27, 29 than 
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Brookins and Longenecker, I do agree there is a double entendre being used by Paul at these 
points. The semantic range of σῶμα, as used by Paul, is inclusive of its meaning in 10:16–17 
and 11:23–34. Therefore, from the perspective of interpreting σῶμα as the body of Jesus, it 
follows that for the Greedy to act in such a way against the hungry, humiliated Corinthians is 
to act in such a way directed against the Lord Jesus. 
The final perspective, from Garland, suggests ‘“body” is shorthand for both the body 
and blood and refers to the corporeal stuff that one eats and drinks.’ 200  It is the proper 
recognition of what the elements represent. The elements represent Christ crucified; this 
understanding sets the Lord’s Supper apart from other meals. Therefore, to discern the body is 
to ‘recogniz[e] this uniqueness and that the elements represent Christ’s death for them.’201 
Garland suggests Paul hopes to remind the Corinthians ‘of their dependence on Christ and their 
own interdependence.’202 
This reminder of their dependence is meant to bring the Corinthian Christian 
community back to remembering their need to have compassion upon those in the community 
who possess nothing. Garland suggests that our interpretation of σῶμα should be governed 
only by what we read in vv. 27 and 29. However, this perspective ignores Paul’s developing 
body language throughout 1 Corinthians (10:14–11:1, 11:17–34, 1212–30. It is difficult to 
believe that Paul continues to change the meaning of σῶμα multiple times throughout the letter. 
A more natural reading of the text lends itself to Paul continuing the same metaphor from his 
argument in 10:14–22. 
Therefore, the first two of these interpretations concerning the community’s liability 
for the body are the most likely of the three interpretations. In conjunction with 10:16–17, the 
interpretation of the body as the Corinthian Christian community is the primary meaning Paul 
is invoking through his use of σῶμα. However, there appears to be a fluidity between the body 
and the blood of Jesus in the elements of the Lord’s Supper and the community becoming the 
body of Jesus through the elements. This second interpretation of the σῶμα is implicit in what 
Paul says. The presence of Jesus in the Lord’s Supper is not understood to be one or the other 
but in both.  
Furthermore, they become a logical feedback loop. The elements become the body and 
blood of Jesus precisely because the community is the body of Jesus. The community is the 
body of Jesus precisely because the elements become the body and blood of Jesus. The fluidity 
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and metaphysical view of this interpretation will be discussed further throughout §8. 
In v. 28, we read Paul’s command to the Greedy to δοκιμαζέτω δὲ ἄνθρωπος ἑαυτὸν.203 
This command relies on our interpretation of δοκῐμάζω.204 Ciampa and Rosner believe Paul 
refers to a person’s conformity to the covenant, which is demonstrated in how they relate to 
one another at the Lord’s Supper, particularly once one discerns the other members as the body 
of Jesus.205 That is the discernment that each person in the community is a part of Jesus’ very 
body and that their fellow members are a test of their covenantal relationship.206 
Thiselton argues that it is the motive of the Greedy which needs to be examined. 
Therefore, he interprets the command as ‘a person should examine his or her own 
genuineness, i.e., test how genuine their motives and understanding are.’207 Thiselton goes on 
to say this is to ensure that the Greedy’s ‘understanding, attitude, and conduct are genuine in 
sharing in all that the body and the blood of Christ proclaims, both in redemptive and social 
terms.’208 
On the interpretation of δοκῐμάζω, LSJ suggest ‘of persons … put them to the test, make 
trial of them.’209  MM agree, stating δοκῐμάζω ‘is not uncommon in its primary sense of 
“testing.”’ 210  BDAG, however, defines δοκῐμάζω as ‘1. to make a critical examination of 
someth[ing] to determine genuineness, put to the test, examine ... 2. to draw a conclusion about 
worth on the basis of testing, prove, approve, here the focus is on the result of a procedure or 
examination.’211 Therefore, they place authenticity and quality or worth as the object of the 
examination. Louw-Nida generally agree with BDAG, saying, ‘to try and learn the genuineness 
of something by examination and testing, often through actual use – “to test, to examine, to try 
to determine the genuineness of, testing.”’212 The real question, then, is what is meant by the 
object (ἑαυτὸν) of δοκῐμάζω. Is it the perception of Christ-likeness (Ciampa-Rosner)213 or 
motive (Thiselton)?214 
The composition of the command, if we interpret Paul as meaning the motive, is 
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somewhat redundant. In this scenario, ἄνθρωπος contains no real purpose in the sentence. 
However, I think ἄνθρωπος is essential for understanding Paul in this imperative. It is not the 
motive which Paul tells the Greedy to examine, but Paul is telling them to examine their own 
ἄνθρωπος, i.e., their very self. This self-reflection is then compared with the ἄνθρωπος of the 
whole Corinthian body (v. 29). This means what is being judged is their belief that they are 
better and more worthy of excessive amounts of food to the sharp detriment of others. This 
belief and practice is a violation of the ritual script voiced by Paul. In this tradition of the Lord’s 
Supper, Paul distinguishes Jesus as host, whereas all others are the passive recipients of Jesus’ 
body and are members of Jesus’ body at the table. 
Therefore, Paul is telling the Greedy to realise their ontological equality among the 
Corinthians, including the Hungry, as members of the body of Jesus.215 However, Paul does not 
stop with recognising their equality but will continue to subsequently instruct the Greedy to 
surrender their power to take excessive amounts of food from the community by waiting for 
one another, waiting for those they have humiliated (v. 33). When the Corinthians reach this 
belief and practice among themselves at the Lord’s Supper, they will be able to participate in 
the ritual without fear of incurring judgment upon themselves.216 
Verse 30 reveals Paul’s knowledge of the significant suffering in the Corinthians 
community. This suffering is characterised as having symptoms of ἀσθενεῖς καὶ ἄρρωστοι καὶ 
κοιμῶνται ἱκανοί.217 Paul moves to connect the Corinthians’ practice (the humiliation of the 
poor and ‘showing contempt for the church of God (v. 22))218 with the suffering inflicted upon 
the Corinthian Christian community. This suffering is the direct consequence of their practice 
being without any discernment for the body of Jesus (both the Corinthian Christian community 
and the ritual objects). Gardner points out that the present tense of “dying” or “sleeping” 
follows the present participles of the previous verse … The tenses remind us that this is what 
God is doing at the moment in the community.’ 219  Therefore, Paul defines the present 
circumstances of the Corinthians as the divine judgement of God upon the community for their 
ritual failure. 
Paul’s argument now moves away from the direct rebuke of the Corinthians. Paul has 
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spent vv. 27–30 demonstrating why the Corinthians’ failure to keep ritual fidelity has led to the 
community’s suffering. He has also given them instructions on how to rectify their current 
crisis. Hence, in vv. 31–32, Paul tells the Corinthians that his rebuke is to aid them in avoiding 
such judgement in the future and, even then, to interpret their suffering as the discipline of God 
leading them back to the way set out by the Lord Jesus.220 
Fitzmyer believes that Paul, in v. 31, ‘softens the tone of his admonition’221 to the 
Corinthians. Paul moves to the first-person plural to include himself in his rhetoric to the 
Corinthians. No longer is Paul pointing the finger, but Paul is coming alongside the Corinthians, 
as one of them, and trying to persuade them that his tradition and wisdom are trustworthy to be 
followed.222 
Scholars rightly note that the verb for judgment in v. 31, διακρίνω, ‘must take account 
of the close proximity of διακρινών only two lines above (v. 29).’223 The judgment in v. 31, 
then, takes place in the absence of the διακρίνων τὸ σῶμα.224 Hence, Paul uses v. 29 and v. 31 
in contrast to one another. On the one hand, if there is no judgment of themselves and the body, 
they receive the divine judgement of themselves. On the other hand, there will be no divine 
judgement upon themselves if they first judge themselves and the body. Verse 31 is also in the 
thematic context of v. 28, where Paul refers to the self-examination of the individual’s 
humanity.225 This thematic context suggests that involvement in the self-examination of one’s 
humanity, or lack thereof, is also a factor that Paul believes influences God away from or 
towards the active and present community judgment. 
Finally, in v. 32, Paul contextualises the suffering of the community. The present 
judgment of the community is not punishment for punishment’s sake.226 Nor is it indicative of 
the poor standing of the community before God, i.e., a community being ejected from the 
promises of God because they are unworthy.227 Instead, Paul redefines their suffering as their 
discipline, education, and training.228 The present discipline of the community is occurring so 
that nothing worse befalls the community. As persons who participate in the Lord’s Supper 
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ritual, the errors they make will result in present judgment but, even still, they will escape 
eschatological condemnation.229  
On the other hand, those who do not participate in the Lord’s Supper ritual will not 
receive present judgment for actions liable to the body. 230  Instead, they will receive 
eschatological condemnation. Therefore, Paul suggests that their suffering under the judgment 
of God is proof of their active allegiance to that God (v. 32).231 
In this second part of the passage (1 Cor 11:27–32), Paul focuses on the relationship 
between the ritual objects, the Greedy, and the whole Corinthian Christian community. He 
believes that the participation in the ritual itself, in a way that does not fit the ritual, causes the 
Greedy to bring on themselves the liability of the body. The Greedy’s consumption of excessive 
food at the meal, depriving others of food, desecrates Christ in the elements and Christ in the 
community. This avaricious consumption of the Greedy for their own self-interest is the reason 
for some in the community being ἀσθενεῖς καὶ ἄρρωστοι καὶ κοιμῶνται ἱκανοί.232 
Therefore, Paul instructs the Corinthians, especially the Greedy, to examine themselves 
and discern the body. Paul’s instruction moves the Greedy from a position of self-serving and 
self-interest to consider the wellbeing of those around them who are also a part of the body. 
Hence, the instruction is an exhortation for the Greedy to move from their individualistic 
understanding of their practice at the Lord’s Supper to a communalistic understanding.233 Paul 
advises them that if they examine themselves and begin to discern the body once again, they 
will be able to alleviate themselves from incurring the judgement of God, manifest in weakness, 
sickness, and death, on the whole community (vv. 29–31). Their care, compassion, and other-
centredness for those in the community who are vulnerable, hungry, and humiliated at the 
Lord’s Supper is the way to restore the whole community to be a reflection and proclamation 
of the Lord Jesus.234 
A consequence of this restoration through other-centredness is the realisation of their 
ontological equality in Jesus.235 None of them is greater or lesser than the other. Therefore, all 
should have equitable access to the food and an equal share of the food. In discerning the body, 
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Paul’s instructions to the Corinthians have the potential to ensure the Hungry in the community 
have the access they need to the food they need at the Lord’s Supper. 
 
7.4.5 1 Corinthians 11:33–34 
Paul records his final instructions for the Corinthians to correct their practice of the Lord’s 
Supper in verses 33–34. This section will primarily focus on the meaning and implications of 
ἐκδέχομαι. 236  Integral to our interpretation of vv. 33–34 is the word ἐκδέχομαι. It has 
traditionally been translated as ‘to wait for.’237 This translation has often been interpreted to 
mean that the Greedy are beginning the meal earlier than the Hungry can arrive.238 I will also 
propose interpreting Paul’s remark εἴ τις πεινᾷ, ἐν οἴκῳ ἐσθιέτω 239  by comparing it with 
Plutarch’s conversation between Hagias and Lamprias. 
LSJ offer seven interpretations of ἐκδέχομαι as it relates to persons.240 Of these seven, 
the primary meaning of ἐκδέχομαι is to ‘take or receive from another,’241 whereas ‘wait for, 
expect’242 is listed under the tertiary possibilities. A similar claim is also shown in MM, ‘For 
the primary meaning “receive” cf. P Lille I. 167’243 and ‘the derived sense of “wait for,” 
“expect,” as in Jas 5:7, is well illustrated by P Flor III. 3225.’244 However, throughout the New 
Testament, ἐκδέχομαι is consistently used in its secondary sense, “to wait for.”245 It is for this 
reason that BDAG write, ‘ἐκδέχομαι ... ‘take, receive’; in our lit[erature] to remain in a place 
or state and await an event or the arrival of someone, expect, wait.’ 246  Therefore, the 
interpretation of ἐκδέχομαι is determined by the best reading for the context. 
I will begin by considering the primary meaning of ἐκδέχομαι. The interpretation of 
ἐκδέχομαι as to receive is demonstrated in a range of Greek literature, of which I shall examine 
two. The first is Polybius’ Histories, and the second is Philo’s On the Creation. In Polybius’ 
Histories, Polybius writes, ‘Just after they had encamped there the news reached them that the 
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legates from Rome had arrived to arrange a peace. On hearing this King Eumenes sent off 
Attalus to receive them [ἐκδεξόμενον]’ (Polybius, The Histories. 24.14.10–11 [Paton, LCL]).247 
Polybius describes how King Eumenes then prepared his forces to put on a show of force for 
the Roman legates. 
In Philo’s Creation, ‘These barriers are evening and dawn. The latter, gently restraining 
the darkness, anticipates the sunrise with the glad tidings of its approach; while evening, 
supervening upon sunset, gives a gentle welcome [ἐκδεχομένη] to the oncoming mass of 
darkness’ (Philo, Creation. 34 [Whitaker, LCL]).248 Here, Philo describes the way the barriers 
have been created between evening and dawn to ensure a smooth transition between the two. 
Having noticed how the dawn gently restrains the darkness as the world receives the light, 
Philo describes how the evening comes to interrupt the sunset and likewise receives the 
darkness. 
The clear sense of ἐκδέχομαι as receive in the text is, as the LSJ states, to ‘take or 
receive from another.’249 Attalus receives the Roman legates from Rome. The evening receives 
the darkness from the night. However, as we consider 1 Cor 11:33, this particular meaning for 
ἐκδέχεσθε does not make sense. In English, we might be tempted to read the translated text 
“receive one another” as an instruction to provide hospitality for one another. The Greek use 
proposes a more literal sense of receive, as in to take into possession upon arrival. Hence, I 
think interpreting ἐκδέχεσθε to mean “provide hospitality” strains Paul’s instruction beyond 
what can be demonstrated. 
The other main possibility is the translation of ἐκδέχομαι as to wait for. This translation 
is often paired with a temporal translation of προλαμβάνω in 11:21.250 It has been proposed that 
the Greedy (who are assumed to be rich), unrestrained by work circumstances, arrive early to 
the meal and begin before the whole community arrives.251 As a result, they consume most of 
the food. The result is that when the Hungry (who are assumed to be poor) arrive later, due to 
their working commitments, there is little left for them to eat.252 
 
247  ἄρτι δὲ κατεστρατοπεδευκότων αὐτῶν προσέπεσε παραγενέσθαι τοὺς ἐκ τῆς Ῥώμης πρεσβευτὰς ἐπὶ τὰς 
διαλύσεις. ὧν ἀκούσας ὁ βασιλεὺς Εὐμένης Ἄτταλον μὲν ἐξαπέστειλε τούτους ἐκδεξόμενον (Polybius, Hist. 
24.14.10–11) 
248 οὗτοι δʼ εἰσὶν ἑσπέρα τε καὶ πρωΐα, ὧν ἡ μὲν προευαγγελίζεται μέλλοντα ἥλιον ἀνίσχειν, ἠρέμα τὸ σκότος 
ἀνείργουσα, ἡ δʼ ἑσπέρα καταδύντι ἐπιγίνεται ἡλίῳ, τὴν ἀθρόαν τοῦ σκότους φορὰν πρᾴως ἐκδεχομένη (Philo, 
Creation. 34) 
249 LSJ, 503. 
250 Barrett, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 262–63; see also Thiselton, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 863; 
Winter, After Paul Left Corinth, 144–48; Witherington, Conflict and Community, 248–49. 
251 Peter Lampe, “The Eucharist: Identifying with Christ on the Cross,” Int, vol. 48, no. 1 (1994): 39. 





However, Kloppenborg offers a sharp criticism of such reconstructions. He rightly 
argues that such an understanding of the text that revolves around the working hours of the rich 
and poor is thoroughly anachronistic and, therefore, erroneous.253 Furthermore, according to 
other Greco-Roman associations, there was a specific value to all the members being present 
at the meal, demonstrated through association legislation, and it is unlikely the Corinthian 
Christian community was any different in that regard. Hence, Kloppenborg proposes an 
alternative reconstruction of the problem in Corinth: The Greedy are competing against each 
other for the honourable portions, which contain more food than the standard portions.254 
It is helpful to turn to Plutarch’s Table Talk conversation between Hagias and Lamprias. 
Plutarch’s story begins with Hagias asserting that the meal is an event of sharing.255 
“For in my opinion,” said Hagias, “we invite each other not for the sake of eating and 
drinking, but for drinking together and eating together ... Now the fact that we do 
engage in conversation with each other and enjoy the song of delightful harp-girl or 
pipe-girls is perhaps the very thing that invites the company to general fellowship” 
(Mor. 643A–B [Clement, LCL]).256 
Hagias recalls an experience at a sacrificial meal that he believes exists in direct contrast to the 
goals of a shared meal. He says concerning the sacrificial meal, ‘each man was allotted his 
share of the meal’ (Mor. 642F [Clement, LCL]).257 This practice, he asserts, kills the sociability 
of the meal and creates divisions between the diners because each is forced to participate in 
their own personal individual meal rather than participating in a shared common meal (Mor. 
643B–C).258 Jamir believes Plutarch, through Hagias, is offering a reproach of individual meals 
because the individual portions mean ‘no one is a “fellow-diner” (σύνδειπνος) with “anyone,” 
i.e. when equitable and proper sharing is not followed the whole purpose of the fellowship meal 
is defeated.’259 However, Lamprias’ subsequent rebuke of Hagias reveals there is more to the 
reason for individual portions than Jamir recognises. The privatisation (anti-sociability) of the 
meal is not really about the distribution of individual portions but greed. 
 
253 John S. Kloppenborg, “Precedence at the Communal Meal in Corinth,” Novum Testamentum, vol. 58, no. 2 
(2016): 193–94. 
254 Kloppenborg, “Precedence,” 184–93, 201–3. 
255 Dennis E. Smith, From Symposium to Eucharist: The Banquet in the Early Christian World (Minneapolis, MN: 
Fortress Press, 2003), 54–5, 192–93; Kloppenborg, “Precedence,” 41–2, 78–9; Jamir, Exclusion and Judgment, 
63, 85, 100, 128n69. 
256 “οὐ γὰρ τοῦ φαγεῖν,” ὁ Ἁγίας ἔφη, “χάριν οὐδὲ τοῦ πιεῖν, ἀλλὰ τοῦ συμπιεῖν καὶ συμφαγεῖν ὡς ἐγᾦμαι 
καλοῦμεν ἀλλήλους … “Ἀλλὰ καὶ τοῦτ᾿ ἴσως αὐτὸ πρὸς τὴν ἁπάντων κοινωνίαν ἐκκαλεῖται τοὺς συνόντας, ὅτι 
καὶ λόγῳ κοινῷ πρὸς ἀλλήλους χρώμεθα καὶ ᾠδῇ ψαλτρίας τε τερπούσης καὶ αὐλητρίδος ὁμοίως μετέχομεν 
(Plutarch, Mor. 643A–B). 
257 ἑκάστῳ μερίδος ἀποκληρουμένης· ὅ τισι μὲν ἤρεσκε θαυμαστῶς (Plutarch, Mor. 642F). 
258 Smith, From Symposium to Eucharist, 54–5. 




Lamprias rebukes Hagias’ remarks. He begins with a revealing attack against Hagias: 
[Lamprias] began by remarking it was not strange for Hagias to experience some 
irritation at receiving portions equal to those of the rest, for the belly he carried 
around was so big; and indeed he numbered himself (he added) among those who like 
to eat their fill (Plutarch, Mor. 643E [Clement, LCL]).260 
Lamprias goes on to explain the reason why distributed allotments were used and the reason it 
had fallen out of style among the aristocracy. Finally, he explains the origin of the practice of 
eating from a shared common meal. 
The custom of distributing portions of the meat was abandoned when dinners became 
extravagant; for it was not possible, I suppose, to divide fancy cakes and Lydians 
puddings and rich sauces and all sorts of other dishes made of ground and grated 
delicacies; these luxurious dainties got the better of men and the custom of an equal 
share for all was abandoned (Plutarch, Mor. 644B [Clement, LCL]).261 
According to Lamprias, this newfound style of eating does not appear to have influenced 
regular meals, which remained as distributed shares since they were cheaper than a common 
lot. Hagias’ issue was an issue of the highly privileged. 
The problem with this style of eating, the shared common meal, was that some people, 
such as Hagias, possessed a large appetite and enjoyed eating until satisfied. According to 
Lamprias, ‘those who eat too much from the dishes that belong to all antagonise those who are 
slow and are left behind as it were in the wake of a swift-sailing ship’ (Mor. 643F–644A 
[Clement, LCL]).262 This antagonism causes tension between the greedy diners and the other 
diners and between the greedy diners and the waiters and hosts.263 Hence, contrary to Hagias’ 
point, distributed shares maintained the sociability of the meal. For the sociability is not killed 
by the individual portions. Instead, the sociability is killed by the avarice of the few who take 
advantage of a shared common meal to satisfy their appetite to the detriment of their fellow 
diners. 
Therefore, Lamprias lambasts Hagias. Lamprias’ attack against Hagias’ complaint 
 
260 ἔλεγεν οὖν οὐ ξένον τι πεπονθέναι πάθος Ἁγίαν, εἰ τὴν ἴσην μερίδα λαμβάνων δυσκολαίνει, γαστέρα φορῶν 
τηλικαύτην· καὶ γὰρ αὐτὸς εἶναι τῶν ἀδηφαγίᾳ χαιρόντων (Plutarch, Mor. 643E). 
261 τότ᾿ οὖν αἱ νεμήσεις ἐξέπεσον, ὅτ᾿ ἐπεισῆλθον αἱ πολυτέλειαι τοῖς δείπνοις· οὐ γὰρ ἦν οἶμαι πέμματα καὶ 
κανδύλους καὶ καρυκείας ἄλλας τε παντοδαπὰς ὑποτριμμάτων καὶ ὄψων παραθέσεις διαιρεῖν, ἀλλ᾿ ἐξηττώμενοι 
τῆς περὶ ταῦτα λιχνείας καὶ ἡδυπαθείας προήκαντο τὴν ἰσομοιρίαν (Plutarch, Mor. 644B). 
262 τῷ πλέονα δ᾿ ἐκ τῶν κοινῶν ἐσθίοντι ‘πολέμιον καθίσταται’ τὸ καθυστεροῦν καὶ ἀπολειπόμενον, ὥσπερ ἐν 
ῥοθίῳ ταχυναυτούσης τριήρους (Plutarch, Mor. 643F–6444A). Smith, From Symposium to Eucharist, 54–5. 
263 ἀλλ᾿ ἄτοπα καὶ κυνικὰ καὶ τελευτῶντα πολλάκις εἰς λοιδορίας καὶ ὀργὰς οὐ κατ᾿ ἀλλήλων μόνον ἀλλὰ καὶ 
κατὰ τῶν τραπεζοκόμων καὶ κατὰ τῶν ἑστιώντων. (Plutarch, Mor. 644A). 
‘such behaviour is boorish and crude and often ends in insults and angry outbursts aimed not only at fellow-guests, 




reveals the possibility of another motive behind Hagias’ proposal. Hagias’ is not interested in 
the sociability of the meal; this is a convenient scapegoat (Mor. 643E). The real reason Hagias 
complains is that he is not permitted to have enough food to satisfy his enormous appetite, 
since, in a distributive model, Hagias is given the same as any other diner (Mor. 643B–C). 
Nevertheless, if his appetite is to be satisfied, others’ appetites will be deprived, consequently 
leading to the antagonism of the deprived, which kills the sociability of the fellowship. 
Kloppenborg does not believe ‘Hagias or Lamprias’ complaints’264 describe what Paul 
addresses concerning the Corinthian meal. He argues that while Paul’s position finds 
agreement with Hagias (individual portions kills unity) and while Paul also tends to agree with 
Lamprias that equality of portions should be the main concern, Paul argues for equality at the 
meal through a ‘christological rationalization’265 (although the exact meaning of this is left 
unexplained by Paul).266 For Smith, the central problem in this discourse between Hagias and 
Lamprias is equality at the meal.267 It was not necessarily the distributive form of the meal that 
dictated whether it was a common meal or a private meal.268 Instead, a common or private meal 
was defined by whether it was equally shared.269 Where the members of the meal are greedy, 
both distributive forms could lead to the privatisation of the meal.270 
In agreement with Kloppenborg and Smith, it is Hagias’ type of thinking, greed and 
selfishness that Paul addresses in v. 34. Paul primarily addresses the Greedy, who arrive at the 
Lord’s Supper and eat more than their share of the meal. It is not that the Greedy arrive first 
but that the whole community is present at the Lord’s Supper, and the Greedy use their power 
to take for themselves completely unequal portions of food. Their mindset in taking more food 
for themselves without regard for others is what it means for the Corinthians to be eating 
unworthily at the Lord’s Supper. 
Perhaps, as Kloppenborg argues, this practice is not merely down to appetite but is a 
competition between some of the Corinthians in an attempt to assert status and honour over 
one another.271 The problem is their lack of regard for those with whom they share the meal. 
They do not consider their ontological equality in Christ, nor do they consider the food 
insecurity of their fellow diners. Instead, the Greedy fight amongst themselves for more food 
 
264 Kloppenborg, “Precedence,” 170. 
265 Kloppenborg, “Precedence,” 170. 
266 Kloppenborg, “Precedence,” 170. 
267 Smith, From Symposium to Eucharist, 192–93. 
268 Smith, From Symposium to Eucharist, 192–93. 
269 Smith, From Symposium to Eucharist, 192–93. 
270 Smith, From Symposium to Eucharist, 192–93. 




for their personal vanity. The effect of this leaves others at the meal with very little or nothing 
to eat. Hence, they leave the meal as they had arrived, hungry. This problem of avarice is an 
issue irrespective of whether the food is distributed through a common lot or by portioned 
lots.272 
Therefore, the interpretation of Paul’s instruction to the Greedy, as discussed above, 
ἀλλήλους ἐκδέχεσθε (‘wait for one another’) provides us with insight into the mindset Paul 
wants the Greedy to possess when they come to the Lord’s Supper with the rest of the 
Corinthian Christian community. They are to be attentive to the needs of those around them. 
Instead of putting first their appetite for food or their lust for status, self-importance, and honour, 
they are to consider the needs of those around them and only take what is fair and equal. Those 
that can eat at home should do so so that they do not deprive others of the food they need when 
they come to the Lord’s Supper. This instruction means the needs of the vulnerable in the 
community, some of whom are ill, weak, and dying, are met at the meal.  
In the final part of 1 Corinthians 11:23–34, Paul tells the Corinthians to wait for one 
another in their meal. Instead of the Greedy rushing in and taking most of the food, thereby 
depriving the rest of the community, they are to wait for one another. This instruction to wait 
for one another ensures that the vulnerable and hungry in the community can be fed. The Lord’s 
Supper is not a time for those with plenty to satisfy their appetite. Instead, it is a time for all 
people from all strata in society to gather together and proclaim the death of Jesus by feeding 
and caring for the vulnerable in the community and eating together. 
Therefore, instead of using the power and status which they believe they have for their 
own self-interests, Paul tells the Greedy to use their power to benefit the rest of the community. 
In the act of waiting, the Greedy have the power to care for the vulnerable and truly hungry 
among the community. Hence, not only is the equitable access of the Hungry to the Lord’s 
Supper restored in Paul’s instructions, and the equality of their share of food, but Paul also 
instructs the Greedy to use their power to support, care for, and empower the vulnerable in 
their community. Therefore, Paul levels the social hierarchy in Corinth by restoring the equity 
of those in the community who were robbed of their humanity by those who abused them. 
 
 
272 In a common lot, the Greedy take more food than other members, and they take it more quickly than other 
members causing tension in the group. In a portioned lot, the Greedy compete for the honourable portions which 





In this textual analysis of 1 Corinthians 11:23–34, I have suggested that the passage serves to 
instruct the Corinthian Christian community back into the spirit of the tradition of the Lord’s 
Supper. Paul does this by instructing the Corinthians to return to the tradition of the Lord’s 
Supper which he initially taught to them when he was with them in Corinth. He then tells the 
Greedy to cease their individualistic ways and elevate the community's needs above their 
selfish needs. At the Lord’s Supper, all community members are equals and therefore deserve 
equitable access to the food and an equal share of the food. Avarice has no place at the Lord’s 
Supper. Finally, Paul directs the Greedy to wait for one another in the community. He tells 
them to use their power to ensure the vulnerable in the community have enough instead of 
using their power for their selfish gains. 
 
7.5 Chapter Summary 
In this chapter, I have analysed 1 Corinthians 11:23–34 using the mainstream tools from 
biblical criticism of historical-grammatical criticism. This analysis of the text has suggested 
four themes in Paul’s instructions to the Corinthians. These themes are: return to tradition, 
communalism, restoration of equity, and using power to care for those in need. Although I 
attempted to keep the analysis of the text siloed from the rest of the thesis, the themes of justice 
and whanaungatanga from §3 have strongly influenced the prominence of those concerns and 
issues in the text. Therefore, in the following chapter, I will re-analyse the text by interpreting 
the text using the perspective gained through the lens I co-constructed with Rev Dr Henare 




Chapter 8: Expanding Horizons: 1 Corinthians 11:23–34 
 
8.1 Introduction 
In Chapter 7, I analysed 1 Corinthians 11:23–34 using various mainstream tools in biblical 
criticism. By applying these mainstream tools to the text, I argued that the main themes of 
Paul’s instructions to the Corinthians were returning to tradition, communalism, restoration of 
equity, and using power to care for those in need. This chapter will re-interpret the text in 
dialogue with the lens I co-constructed with Rev Dr Henare Tate and the Kaupapa Maaori 
research. I will apply Tate’s tripartite relationship (Atua, Tangata, Whenua) and understanding 
of Tapu, Mana, and Takahi to see the text and its descriptions from another co-constructed 
perspective. 
As far as I am aware, this is the first time Tate’s tripartite relationship and understanding 
of Tapu, Mana, and Takahi have been comprehensively applied to interpret the biblical text. 
This re-interpretation of the text will begin by examining the relational identities of those 
involved in the conversation in 1 Cor 11:23–34. Next, I will analyse the various violations in 
the practices at the Lord’s Supper and their effects upon those involved. After this, I will 
discuss Paul’s instructions to the Corinthians and examine whether his instructions will begin 
to restore the damage from the violations in the Corinthian Christian community. Finally, I will 
consider the meaning of this text in this place, Aotearoa New Zealand. Specifically, I will 
discuss the meaning of 1 Cor 11:23–34 for the theological academy throughout Aotearoa New 
Zealand.  
At this point, it is important to re-state that the analysis below is not a Maaori reading, 
a Maaori interpretation, or a Maaori analysis of the biblical text. Instead, it is a reading, 
interpretation, and analysis using a partner-centred hermeneutic. It is an attempt to re-perceive 
our reality, having listened to Rev Dr Henare Tate, Rev Dr Wayne Te Kaawa, and the broader 
maatauranga Maaori discourse. Therefore, this analysis considers the text in a new light. 
Furthermore, the analysis below is a more preliminary analysis of the text. I am primarily 
focused on connecting the framework from Tate et al. with the text. 
Nevertheless, the reading remains a Paakehaa reading of the biblical text, but hopefully 
in partnership with the excellent scholarship in Kaupapa Maaori research, inside and outside 




reconsider the text in partnership with wider Kaupapa Maaori research and maatauranga 
Maaori, or partnership through a reading group with a local Maaori community. However, that 
is beyond the scope of the analysis in this thesis. 
 
8.2 Relational Analysis 
 
8.2.1 Introduction 
Drawing from the feature of whanaungatanga in the contemporary Maaori biblical 
interpretation tradition and the metaphysical framework from Tate and Te Kaawa, my 
interpretation of the text is refocused on the relationality of those involved. Specifically, my 
focus is drawn to interpret the text in conversation, emphasising the relational identities of 
those in the pericope, as we observed in the analyses of Tamihere, Te Kaawa, and Hall-Smith. 
My focus is also drawn to observe the broader relationality in the text: the dynamic 
interrelatedness between Atua (God), Whenua (land), and Tangata (human beings), which I 
discussed in Chapter 6. 
Rather than focusing on the flow of the rhetoric and the points Paul is making to the 
Corinthians (as I did in the previous chapter), we are led to consider the text from a perspective 
of relationality (Vaai) and whakapapa (Maaori discourse). Therefore, the first set of questions 
that our partner-centred hermeneutic leads me to ask of the text are: 
8. Ko wai eeraa? (Who is in the pericope?) 
9. Noo wai eeraa? (Whom do they belong to?) 
10. He aha oo raatou whakapapa ki a raatou anoo? (How are they related to one another?) 
Specifically, I am interested in analysing the relationality of Paul, Jesus, the Corinthians 
(Romans, Greeks, Jews), and the land of Corinth. Following each relational analysis, I will 
produce a short identity statement (pepeha). 
 
8.2.2 Jesus 
The first person we will explore is Jesus of Nazareth, a Jew from the tribe of Judah (Luke 3:31–




15:1–12). At their northern boundary, they bordered the lands of the tribes of Benjamin and 
Dan. The land also bordered the lands of the tribe of Simeon toward the south.1 By the first 
century CE, the land of Judah was in the Roman province of Judea under Roman colonial rule. 
According to Matthew’s Gospel, Jesus was born in his tribal land in the city of 
Bethlehem (Matt 2:1–12). Jesus is said to have both divine and human descent, born from God 
and Mary and whaangai2 (fostered, adopted) by Joseph. Following Jesus’ birth, his family 
sought refuge in Egypt. After the death of Herod the Great (ca. 4 BCE),3 Jesus’ family returned 
to ‘the land of Israel’ (Matt 2:20–21). However, Jesus’ family was forced to flee once again 
upon hearing of Archelaus’ reign in Judea. This time, they fled to Nazareth in the province of 
Galilee to the north of Judea, beyond Samaria (Matt 2:21–23). Thus, despite being born in 
Bethlehem, Jesus’ identity was strongly associated with Nazareth. 
In 1 Corinthians, Paul regularly refers to Jesus as the Lord of the Corinthian Christian 
community.4 Jesus continues to be integral to the community and acts as an intermediary 
between the Corinthian Christian community and God (θεός). In his letter to the Romans, Jesus 
functions to intercede for his followers to God (8:34). For Paul, Jesus appears to act as an Atua 
wawao, as described earlier by Graham Cameron (§6.2.2).5 As he Atua, Jesus possesses the 
fullness of te tapu i te Atua (Tate, §6.3.2.1). From God through Jesus, the Tapu of the 
community descends. It is towards God, again through Jesus, that te tapu i ngaa mea katoa 6(the 
inherent being of all things) set their trajectory towards the fulfilment of their inherent beings 
(§6.3.4). Jesus, as he Atua, is the one who intervenes to bring te tapu i ngaa mea katoa to their 
fulfilment. 
While, in the broader biblical narrative, Jesus is not known to have visited Corinth, in 
1 Corinthians there is an established relationship between the Corinthian Christian community 
 
1 C. H. J. De Geus, “Judah,” The Anchor Yale Bible Dictionary, 3:1035. 
2 Hone Te Kauru-o-te-rangi Kaa, “A Stained Glass Window: What Do You See When You Look Through It?,” 
First Peoples Theology Journal, vol. 1, no. 3 (2005): 10–12; Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 50, 73, 95; 
Kawharu and Newman, “Whakapaparanga,” 59–61. Whaangai is a customary practice whereby a child is raised 
by relatives who become their parents. Te Kaawa writes, ‘In the case of a young child [whaangai] means to feed 
from the breast (te wai-u). Whāngai in terms of adoption means to feed a child born of other parents from your 
own breast’ (Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 50). Merata Kawharu and Erica Newman define whaangai 
thusly, ‘Whāngai is a customary practice of child care. A child who is raised by relatives who are not the birth 
parents is a tamaiti whāngai (feeding child), “Feeding”, in this sense, includes all that is necessary for that child 
to develop, and the mātua whāngai (feeding parents) nurture, educate and provide opportunities fot the child “to 
grow up as a healthy individual with one’s mauri strong, one’s mana secure and one’s tapu intact”’ (Kawharu and 
Newman, “Whakapaparanga,” 59). 
3 L. I. Levine, “Herod the Great (Person),” The Anchor Yale Bible Dictionary, 3:161. 
4 1 Cor 1:2–3, 7–9, 10, 30–31; 2:8, 16; 5:4–5; 6:11, 13–14; 8:6; 9:1–2; 11:23, 26, 27, 31; 12:3, 5; 15:31, 57–58; 
16:22–23. 
5 Cameron, “Development of Pirirākau Theology,” 53. 
6 These Tapu and Mana terms from Tate are often used throughout this chapter, Appendix 3 has been provided as 




and Jesus. The community has established a relationship with Jesus through the second-hand 
accounts of the life and gospel of Jesus and in the elements of the bread and wine at the Lord’s 
Supper. In the bread and wine elements, the community shares in and becomes the body of 
Christ Jesus (1 Cor 10:16–17; 11:23–25, 27–29). As such, in Paul’s rhetoric we see the 
expectation that the characteristics of Jesus were to flow down and become evident in the 
Corinthian Christian community. In the community’s work to establish and maintain their 
relationship with Jesus as he Atua, the community is expected to inhabit more and more of the 
characteristics of their Atua within themselves. This is a natural by-product of enhancing te 
tapu o te tangata i a Ihu (§6.3.3.1, §6.3.3.2). 
As he Atua, we would expect heightened Tapu restrictions concerning the Corinthians’ 
access to Jesus. This expectation of Tapu restrictions is because of the vast difference in te tapu 
i a ia, i a ia (the inherent being of each). The people are prone to takahi i te tapu i te Atua 
(violate the inherent being of Atua) if they attempt to access Jesus carelessly. Therefore, certain 
tikanga (customs) are used to maintain the relationship and enhance the encounter.7 Paul writes 
that the tikanga he has given to the Corinthians is the tikanga he received from the Lord Jesus 
(1 Cor 11:23). 
The failure to adhere to these tikanga in their access of Jesus (in the wine and bread) 
results in their takahi i te tapu o a Ihu (transgression of the creative presence of Jesus). If 
Takahi (violation) was to occur, we would expect to see a significant diminishment in te tapu 
i te tangata, te tapu o te tangata, te mana i te tangata, te mana o te tangata, te tapu i te whenua, 
te tapu o te whenua, te mana i te whenua, te mana o te whenua.8 We would expect te tapu i a 
Ihu to remain unaffected because, as he Atua, Jesus’ inherent being cannot be diminished.9 
Because te tapu i a Ihu cannot be diminished, the people and the land face the consequences of 
violating the tikanga (§6.5.2).10 
What we see in 1 Cor 11:23–34 neatly aligns with our expectations. The first part of the 
pericope (vv. 23–26) provides some ritual instruction to the Corinthians, reminding them of 
the ritual actions they must perform to safely gain access to the presence of Jesus among them 
in the bread and wine. As they participate in the ritual actions, they are participating with Jesus 
in the Lord’s Supper. Then, in vv. 27–34, Paul instructs the Corinthians on the conduct, manner, 
 
7 Duncan and Rewi, “Tikanga,” 39. 
8 Te whakapaakehaa: the inherent being of the person, the relational links of the person, the potential power of 
the person, the exercised power of the person, the inherent being of the land, the relational links of the land, the 
potential power of the land, the exercised power of the land. 
9 Tate, He Puna Iti, 157. 




and spirit in performing the ritual. Integral to this is the self-examination of their care for those 
vulnerable in the community and the instruction to wait before taking from the meal for 
themselves (this will be discussed further in §8.4). 
However, this is not the scene that Paul describes in Corinth, but the tikanga he expects. 
Instead, we are met with a community rife with internal divisions; community members are 
weak, sick, and dying. The community’s relationship with Paul is tense.11 The relationship 
between the community and their Atua, Jesus, is being estranged. The fruits of the land, the 
bread and wine, are not enhancing the community but drawing the judgment of he Atua upon 
the community. 
Ko wai a Ihu? 
I tupu ake ia i raro i te maru o te maunga Tabor 
Ko te moana o Galilee te wai ki reira 
Ko Hoorano toona awa 
Ko Mate-Moana toona moana 
Ko Hiiona toona maunga 
Ko Aperahama toona tangata 
Ko Raawiri toona tangata hoki 
Ko Iharaira toona iwi 
Ko Huuraa toona hapuu 
Naa Ihowaa raaua ko Meri ia 
I whaangaia ia e Hohepa 
Ko Ihu toona ingoa12 
 
 
11 This is discussed further in §8.3.2.3 
12 Who is Jesus? 
He grew up under the shadow of Mount Tabor 
The sea of Galilee are the waters there 
Jordan is his river 
Zion is his mountain 
Abraham is the person 
David is also the person 
Israel is the tribe 
Judah is the subtribe 
He is from God and Mary 
He was adopted by Joseph 





Paul (Saul) was a diaspora Jew from the tribe of Benjamin (Phil 3:5). The customary lands of 
the tribe of Benjamin were northwest of the Dead Sea and included the cities of Jerusalem, 
Jericho, Gibeon, and Bethel (Josh 18:11–20). In the first century CE, the land of the tribe of 
Benjamin was amalgamated into the Roman province of Judea with Judah.13 Paul is associated 
with the city of Tarsus in Cilicia, in the province of Asia Minor, which is the place of his birth 
(Acts 22:3). Tarsus was about 900 kilometres north (walking distance) of Paul’s tribal lands. 
As Tangata, Tate’s framework tells us that te tapu i a Paora comes from Atua. Therefore, 
while Paul exists in his own right, he is a descendent from Atua. Paul, like all beings, exists 
because te tapu toona (his inherent being) is sourced and descended from te tapu i a Ihu by te 
mana o Ihu. We read this as Paul acknowledges Ihu as the source throughout 1 Corinthians.14 
Paul’s role as an apostle and father to the Corinthians is as an extension of he Atua to the 
Corinthian Christian community (11:1). Tate tells us that recognising he Atua as the source is 
demonstrated through the practices of ‘karakia [prayer] and ritenga  [ritual] surrounding every 
aspect of the life of every tangata.’15 Paul’s acknowledgement of te tapu toona from te Atua, 
therefore, through the co-constructed lens, must be expressed in karakia and ritenga (§6.3.3.2). 
We observe some of which in the rituals and prayers concerning the Lord’s Supper in 1 Cor 
11:23–26.16 
Tate further explains that, like he Atua, tangata can create extensions of their tapu. 
Through te mana o te tangata, ‘Tangata generates or produces other forms with te tapu i a 
rātou.’17 As the founder18 of the community in Corinth, te tapu i te haahi Koriniti19 (the intrinsic 
being of the Corinthian Christian community) is an extension of te tapu i a Paora (1 Cor 5:3–
4). Paul says as much in 1 Cor 9:2 when he refers to the Corinthian Christian community; ‘ko 
koutou hoki te hīri o tōku āpōtorotanga i roto i te Ariki.’20 Therefore, te tapu i te haahi Koriniti 
 
13 K.-D. Schunck, “Benjamin,” The Anchor Yale Bible Dictionary, 1:673. 
14 1 Cor 1:1–2 17, 30; 3:11, 23; 8:6; 11:23; 15:18–28 
15 Tate, He Puna Iti, 68. 
16 We also see further evidence of Paul’s prayers in the book of Acts and the wider Pauline corpus; Acts 16:25, 
20:36, 21:4–5, 22:17–21, 28:1–10; 1 Cor 1:4–9, 14:13–19; 2 Cor 12:1–10, 13:7–9; Eph 1:15–23, 3:14–21, 6:18–
20; Phil 1:3–4; Col 1:9–10, 4:2–4; 1 Thess 3:9–10, 5:16–18; 2 Thess 1:11–12; Phlm 4–6. 
17 Tate, He Puna Iti, 70. 
18 1 Cor 3:6, 4:15. Also, Acts 18:1–18 
19 In translating the name of the Corinthian Christian community into te reo Maaori, this name grounds the 
discussion in Aotearoa New Zealand by using the language of the Whenua. Furthermore, this name also grounds 
the analysis in the relationship that tangata whenua have with the biblical text. This is demonstrate in the renaming 
of Operiki to Koriniti in the area of Ngaati Paamoana of Te Aati Haunui-a-Paapaarangi. 
20 Note: when the biblical text is quoted in this chapter I will provide the remaining two languages in the footnote: 
English (NRSV), Maaori (TPT), and Greek (NA28). 




directly affects te tapu i a Paora. Therefore, the problems that are occurring in Corinth not only 
diminish the Corinthian Christian community but also diminish Paul. 
Te tapu o te tangata highlights the relational links that the person has with Atua, other 
taangata, and te whenua. Paul, therefore, possesses inherent links to Atua, other people, and te 
whenua. As mentioned above, part of Paul’s identity comes from who he is as a tribal person, 
a Benjaminite from Israel. However, through the co-constructed lens, Paul is disconnected 
from his tribal land (raawaho; outsider). This disconnection is shown in his identification with 
land belonging to another people. 
Paul himself was initially very hostile toward the Jesus-followers. He encouraged the 
violent persecution of the first Jesus-followers after Jesus’ ascension (Gal 1:13–14; Acts 7:57–
8:3). However, after a miraculous experience and encounter with Jesus on his way to Damascus, 
Paul became a Jesus follower (Gal 1:15–17; Acts 9:1–22). Eventually, Paul became one of the 
apostles of Jesus, along with many of the closest disciples belonging to Jesus of Nazareth.21 
Paul originally bought the gospel of Jesus to the city of Corinth and established a Jesus-
following community in the city. In 1 Corinthians, Paul describes his relationship with the 
Corinthians in a variety of ways. He is an apostle (sealed by his ministry in Corinth; 1 Cor 9:2), 
a father (3:1–4; 4:14), a teacher (3:1–4; 11:2, 23), a friend (10:14; 14:26, 39), and as a sibling.22 
The First Letter to the Corinthians was sent to the Corinthians by Paul approximately 
two and a half to four years after he departed from Corinth.23 Hence, as we read 1 Corinthians, 
Paul has been away from the community that he established for two to four years.24 Te tapu o 
Paora highlights that Paul’s absence has diminished his relationship with the Corinthian 
Christian community. Because Paul is absent, he is not able to participate in the life of the 
community, fulfil his obligations to the community as apostle, father, and sibling, and he is not 
able to do the work to enhance the Tapu and Mana of the Corinthians thereby also denying 
their ability to do the work to enhance his. 
Ko wai a Paora? 
I tupu ake ia ki te titiro ki te maunga Telibelen 
Kei te uta o te moana Mediterranean hoki 
 
NA28: ἡ γὰρ σφραγίς ⸂μου τῆς⸃ ἀποστολῆς ὑμεῖς ἐστε ἐν κυρίῳ (9:2) 
21 Rom 1:1, 11:13; 1 Cor 1:1, 9:1–2, 15:7–11; 2 Cor 1:1; Gal 1:1; Acts 14:14 
22 1 Cor 1:10–11, 26; 2:1; 3:1; 4:6; 7:15, 24, 29; 10:1; 11:33; 12:1; 14:6, 20; 15:1, 30, 50; 16:15. 
23 Paul was likely in Corinth ca. 50–51 CE (Collins, First Corinthians, 23–4; Thiselton, First Epistle to the 
Corinthians, 10, 28–9, 31–2; Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 5). Paul is believed to have sent the letter to 
the Corinthians 53–55 CE (Collins, First Corinthians, 24, 592; Thiselton, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 31–2; 
Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 5). 





Ko Hoorano toona awa 
Ko Hiiona toona maunga 
Ko Aperahama te tangata 
Ko Iharaira toona iwi 
Ko Pineaamine toona hapuu 
Ko Paora toona ingoa25 
 
8.2.4 Te Haahi Koriniti (The Corinthian Christian Community) 
This consideration of the Corinthians revisits the earlier discussion of the city of Corinth 
(§7.2.3) in the initial analysis. However, this second consideration of the Corinthians and the 
city of Corinth will apply the co-constructed lens to the various ethnic groups and the 
ideological narrative promoted by the Roman Empire. In particular, this section will re-
examine the narratives of colonisation in the official Roman position and then discuss the 
relational identities of the Corinthians and the Corinthian Christian community from the co-
constructed perspective. 
The city of Corinth is thought to have mainly been composed of Romans and Greeks 
who migrated to Corinth as a part of the Roman colonisation of the land from 44 BCE onward. 
These people were known as the Corinthiensis, the Corinthian colonists (Pausanias, Descr. 
2.1.2). In the initial colonisation of Corinth, the Roman Empire sent ‘between 1,500 and 3,000 
people,’26 many of whom were freedmen, while others were veterans of the Empire. These 
colonists comprised both Romans and Greeks. 
According to Philo, the Jews had also sent a colony to Corinth (Philo, Legat. 281). 
Additionally, as mentioned in §7.2.3, other Jews settled in Corinth after being expelled from 
Rome by Tiberius Claudius (Josephus, Ant. 18.81–84; Suetonius, Claud. 25).27 Hence, by the 
 
25 Who is Paul? 
He grew up looking at the Telibelen mountain 
On the shore of the Mediterranean Sea. 
Jordan is his river 
Zion is his mountain 
Israel is his tribe 
Benjamin is his subtribe 
Paul is his name 
26 Marcin N. Pawlak, “Corinth After 44 BC: Ethnical and Cultural Changes,” Electrum, vol. 20, no. 20 (2013): 
144. 
27  ‘Iudaeos impulsore Chresto assidue tumultuantis Roma expulit’ (Suetonius, Claud. 25) ‘Since the Jews 
constantly made disturbances at the instigation of Chrestus, he expelled them from Rome’ (Suetonius, Claud. 25 




time Paul arrived in Corinth, there was already an established Jewish community.28 Being a 
city upon a popular trade route, Corinth was also frequented by many transient people, such as 
merchants, travellers, and fishers who came to Corinth to transport their boats and goods over 
the narrow isthmus nearby.29 
Israel, the homeland of the Jews, had been occupied by various Kingdoms and Empires 
for many centuries. The Assyrians conquered part of their homeland in ca. 721 BCE (2 Kgs 
17).30 The Babylonians then conquered the remaining lands of Judah in ca. 598 BCE.31 The 
Babylonians deported many of the Jews from their homeland (2 Kgs 24–25).32 In ca. 539 BCE,33 
the Persians conquered the Babylonians and allowed the Jews to return to Jerusalem in ca. 538 
BCE (Ezra 1:1–4). Jerusalem was next conquered by Alexander the Great during the 
Macedonian conquest of the Persians (ca. 333 BCE). Jerusalem was then under the control of 
various rulers (such as the Ptolemaic dynasty, Seleucids, and Hasmoneans). Jerusalem then 
came under Roman control in 63 BCE and remained in Roman control when Paul wrote to the 
Corinthians. 
In 146 BCE, the Greek city of Corinth was razed by the Roman Empire under the 
command of Lucius Mummius. It was reported that the city had been levelled and deserted for 
about a century following the Roman razing. Much of the ancient literature attests to the 
complete destruction of Corinth and its sustained desolation between 146 BCE and 44 BCE 
(Diodorus Siculus, Library of History. 32.4, 32.27; Pausanias, Descr. 2.2.2; Velleius Paterculus, 
Compendium of Roman History. 1.13.1). Then, as mentioned in §7.2.3, in 44 BCE, the Roman 
Empire began to colonise the land of Corinth as ordered by Julius Caesar. 
However, recent research is becoming increasingly sceptical of the extent of the claims 
concerning the razing of Corinth in the ancient literature. This narrative describing the levelling 
of Corinth and its complete desolation is first challenged by the account from Marcus Tullius 
Cicero (106 BCE–46 BCE), who claims that people were living in Corinth when he visited the 
former city (Cicero, Cicero. 3.53–54). These people he designates as the Corinthioi (Cicero, 
Cicero. 3.53–54). The term Corinthioi was the designation given to the inhabitants of Corinth 
before the colonisation of the land of Corinth by Rome. Hence, Corinthiensis refers to the 
 
28 James Wiseman, “Corinth and Rome I: 228 B.C.–A.D. 267,” in Aufstieg und Niedergang der römischen Welt 
ed. Hildegard (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2016), 497; Fitzmyer, First Corinthians, 31. 
29 Thiselton, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 2. 
30 Volkmar Fritz, A Continental Commentary: 1&2 Kings (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 2003), 349–52; 
Donald J. Wiseman, 1 and 2 Kings: An Introduction and Commentary; vol. 9 (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity 
Press, 1993), 281–82. 
31 Fritz, 1&2 Kings, 416–17; Wiseman, 1 and 2 Kings, 328–29. 
32 Fritz, 1&2 Kings, 416–17, 420–22; Wiseman, 1 and 2 Kings, 328–29, 333–36. 





While scholarship still agrees that the razing of Corinth by Lucius Mummius was 
indeed a catastrophic event, it is now thought that the city’s sacking was not quite as complete 
as we previously believed.34 Archaeological evidence shows us that many buildings in Corinth 
were left with only minor damage from the razing of the city.35 Hence, many places were still 
inhabitable after Corinth’s fall. Pausanius tells us many of the Corinthioi, in anticipation of the 
Roman army, fled Corinth before the battle (Pausanias, Descr. 7.16.7).36 The Corinthian gates 
were left open for the Roman army as they approached the city (Pausanias, Descr. 7.16.7). 
While Mummius initially thought the Corinthioi had laid an ambush for them as they entered 
the city, the reality was that many of the inhabitants of the city had already left (Pausanias, 
Descr. 7.16.7).37 It is now suggested that the attack on the city itself was primarily focused on 
razing the Corinthian walls and the critical political buildings (Pausanias, Descr. 7.16.9).38 It 
would appear that the objective of the Romans was to destroy Corinth’s military power, 
aristocracy, and upper class (Pausanias, Descr. 7.16.8).39 Those who survived, specifically 
women, children, and freedmen, were deported to other Roman colonies as slaves (Pausanias, 
Descr. 7.16.8). However, archaeological evidence demonstrates that farming in the land of 
Corinth never ceased between 146 BCE and 44 BCE.40 
Hence, Corinth as a powerful, functioning city-state was destroyed by the Roman 
Empire in 146 BCE. The nuance is that the buildings and the inhabitants of the city were not 
necessarily destroyed to the same extent. Corinth did not cease to be an inhabited land between 
its lives as a Greek city-state and a Roman colony.41 In this period, Corinth was not the powerful 
and wealthy trading city of the past or future but a small agricultural village whose inhabitants 
were considered nothing more than illegitimate squatters (see also Lex Agraria in §8.2.5).42 
Since the 1950s, archaeologists have found evidence attesting to the presence of these 
inhabitants in Corinth. Archaeologists have uncovered ‘50 amphoras dating to the interim 
 
34 Collins, First Corinthians, 21–2; Thiselton, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 2–3. 
35 Elizabeth R. Gebhard and Matthew W. Dickie, “The View from the Isthmus, ca. 200 to 44 B.C,” Corinth, vol. 
20(2003): 261; Pawlak, “Corinth After 44 BC,” 148–49. 
36 Gebhard and Dickie, “View from the Isthmus,” 261; Pawlak, “Corinth After 44 BC,” 148–49. 
37 B. Millis and M. Sasanow, “Corinthians in Exile 146–44 BC,” in Onomatologos: Studies in Greek Personal 
Names presented to Elaine Matthews, eds. Catling and Marchand (Oxbow Books, 2010), 252. 
38 Gebhard and Dickie, “View from the Isthmus,” 261; Pawlak, “Corinth After 44 BC,” 148–49. 
39 Wiseman, “Corinth and Rome I,” 494–96. 
40 Pawlak, “Corinth After 44 BC,” 148; Charles Malcolm Edwards, “Corinth 1980: Molded Relief Bowls,” 
Hesperia: The Journal of the American School of Classical Studies at Athens, vol. 50, no. 2 (1981): 198–99; 
Charles K. Williams and Pamela Russell, “Corinth: Excavations of 1980,” Hesperia: The Journal of the American 
School of Classical Studies at Athens, vol. 50, no. 1 (1981): 27–9. 
41 Keener, 1–2 Corinthians, 6. 




period [146 BCE–44 BCE], four bowls dated to around 100 BC, many imports from Italy, and 
coins dating after 146 BC that must have been brought to Corinth before 44 BC.’43 From the 
substantial range of evidence, archaeologist Sarah A. James estimates a settlement in Corinth 
during the interim period of between 500–1000.44 Another archaeologist, Guy D. R. Sanders, 
estimates a larger settlement of 1600–2500 inhabitants with the possibility of other nearby 
communities throughout the isthmus.45 
What is interesting about the narrative is the familiar systemic mechanisms reinforcing 
colonial erasure. While we might not be able to determine whether the Corinthioi were among 
the inhabitants of Corinth once it became a Roman colony, what we do observe is the officially 
propagated position concerning Corinth, which does not align with this historical reality.46 For 
example:47 
Corinth they razed to the ground (Diodorus Siculus, Library of History. 32.4.5 
[Walton, LCL]). 
Of Corinth the poets had sung in earlier time: Corinth, bright star of Hellas. This was 
the city that, to the dismay of later ages, was now wiped out by her conquerors. … 
even in later times, when they saw the city levelled to the ground, all who looked 
upon her were moved to pity. … Gaius Iulius Caesar … when he inspected the site of 
Corinth, was so moved by compassion and the thirst for fame that he set about 
restoring it with great energy. … To sum up, this was a man who by his nobility, his 
power as an orator, his leadership in war, and his indifference to money is entitled to 
receive our approval, and to be accorded praise by history for his generous behaviour 
(Diodorus Siculus, Library of History. 32.27.1, 32.27.3 [Walton, LCL]). 
Now after Corinth had remained deserted for a long time, it was restored again, 
because of its favourable position, by the deified Caesar, who colonised it with people 
that belonged for the most part to the freedmen class (Strabo, Geogr. 8.6.23 [Jones, 
LCL]). 
The Isthmian games were not interrupted even when Corinth had been laid waste by 
Mummius, but so long as it lay deserted the celebration of the games was entrusted to 
the Sicyonians, and when it was rebuilt the honour was restored to the present 
inhabitants (Pausanias, Descr. 2.2.2 [Jones, LCL]). 
 
43 Weaver, “From Archaeology to Exegesis,” 62–3. 
44 Sarah A. James, “The Last of the Corinthians? Society and Settlement from 146 to 44 BCE,” in Corinth in 
Contrast: Studies in Inequality, eds. Friesen, et al. (Boston, MA: Brill, 2013), 29. 
45 Sanders, “Landlords and Tenants: Sharecroppers and Subsistence Farming in Corinthian Historical Context,” 
116. 
46 In light of this, one also wonders about the narrative of sexual promiscuity among the Corinthioi. As Rev Dr 
Wayne Te Kaawa points out, the characterisation of indigenous people as sexual promiscuous is a popular way 
for colonisers to discredit and stereotype indigenous people (Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 226). 




Therefore, the shape of the official narrative we encounter is:  
1. In 146 BCE, Lucius Mummius wipes Greek Corinth off the face of the earth; 
2. Corinth is declared to be a barren, desolate, and uninhabited land; 
3. The Empire colonises the barren, desolate, and uninhabited land of Corinth. 
Like other Tangata, te haahi Koriniti are descendants from he Atua. Therefore, te haahi 
Koriniti possess an inherent being in their own individual right and as a community which 
flows from their descent from and allegiance to he Atua (§6.2.3, §6.3.2.2, §6.3.3.2).48 Each of 
the Corinthian Christian community members also exists as individual members and members 
of the ethnic, social groups from which they come (§6.3.3.2; §7.2.4),49 similar to an urban 
community or pan-tribal organisation. This community composition inherently creates a 
complex and sensitive relational dynamic in te haahi Koriniti. 
- Some of the community may have belonged to the colonising group;50 
- some may have been among the colonised but lived as freed people in society 
yet were estranged from their land; 
- some may have been colonised and among the lower classes of society; and, 
- some could have been living under foreign occupation, having been colonised 
in their own land.51 
 
Looking back over the relationship between colonisation and colonised people, we 
would expect that the farmers from the in-between period were primarily among the lowest in 
society. Te haahi Koriniti also possesses a relational link with Paul. Although, as mentioned 
above, te haahi Koriniti was established by Paul, they are in some sense an extension of Paul 
and co-descendants of Jesus with Paul.52 However, Paul has been absent from te haahi Koriniti 
for some time. This absence is a cause of some of the problems raised throughout 1 Corinthians 
(11:34, 16:5–9).53 
The Corinthians also share a relational link with too raatou Atua and Whenua (§6.3.3.2). 
As a community, the communal relationship with Atua and Whenua is connected to each 
member’s individual relationships with too raatou Atua and Whenua (§6.3.3.2; 1 Cor 5:15–17). 
 
48 Tate, He Puna Iti, 68–71. 
49 Tate, He Puna Iti, 52–8; Tamihere, “Kua oti te tuhituhi,” 130–36. 
50 While I do not believe any of te haahi Koriniti belonged to the aristocracy, it is possible some of te haahi Koriniti 
were ethnically Roman (as discussed in §7.2.4). Hence, the suggestion that some may have belonged to the 
colonising group is not a claim that a member of te haahi Koriniti was a part of the aristocracy directing Corinth 
as a Roman colony. But, a suggestion that some may have been Romans and possessed certain privileges, which 
were inaccessible to others in the community, by virtue of their Roman birth. 
51 These points draw back to the discussions in §7.2.4 
52 ‘By virtue of te mana o te tangata, te tapu i te tangata also has extensions. Tangata generates or produces other 
forms with te tapu i a rātou, other forms of intrinsic tapu, like children, goods, products, crafts which are and 
have their own tapu i a rātou, and thus their own mana. We can say that action, production, outreach and restoring 
of tapu are of the nature of te tapu i te tangata (Tate, He Puna Iti, 70). 




Hence, the community’s relationship with too raatou Atua damages the individual’s 
relationship with taua Atua (that Atua; 1 Cor 12:12–27). The converse is also true; the 
enhancement of the communal relationship also enhances the individual relationship. The same 
can be said for the community and the individual’s relationship with Whenua. However, as we 
come to Paul’s description of the relationship between the Corinthian Christian community and 
the land in 1 Cor 11:23–34, it would appear that the relationship between the two is complex. 
For some, those who have reached out to him, Paul remains influential. For others, those 
changing the traditions, Paul’s authority seems to be a matter of contention.54 
Ko wai te haahi Korinti? 
I tupu ake raatou i raro i te marumaru o te Acrocorinth 
Ko te moana o Koriniti ngaa wai tata 
Ko Ihu Karaiti te tangata 
Ko Rooma, Kirihi, Huurae ngaa iwi 
Naa Paora te haahi 
Ko te haahi Koriniti teenei.55 
 
8.2.5 Whenua (Land) 
The land of Koriniti56 (Corinth) is located on the northeast edge of the Peloponnesian peninsula. 
It is near an isthmus bridging the peninsula to mainland Greece. Corinth is situated on the 
western coast of the isthmus directly adjacent to the Gulf of Corinth. The land of Corinth has 
a tabletop mountain known as the Acrocorinth, which oversaw the city of Corinth in the first 
century. 
While archaeological research demonstrates that the Peloponnesian peninsula has been 
inhabited since at least ca. 6500 BCE,57 the oldest known civilisation on the peninsula (ca. 
1750–1000 BCE), was the Mycenaean people. 58  Before 146 BCE, the Corinthioi were 
 
54 This will be discuss further below §8.3.2.3. 
55 Who is the Corinthian Christian community? 
They grew up under the shadow of the Acrocorinth 
The gulf of Corinth are the nearby waters 
Jesus Christ is the person 
Roman, Greek, and Jew are the tribes 
From Paul came the community 
This is the Corinthian Christian community 
56 By “Koriniti,” I am referring to the ancient city of Corinth in Greece. In this thesis, “Koriniti” does not refer to 
Koriniti which is northeast of Wanganui in Te Ika-a-Maaui (the North Island) of Aotearoa New Zealand. 
57 John C. Lavezzi, “Corinth Before the Mycenaeans,” Corinth, vol. 20(2003). 




considered the owners of the land. However, the claim of the Corinthioi to the land became 
vulnerable, having been conquered by the Roman Empire in 146 BCE. However, while a 
settlement of ‘squatters’59 and farmers inhabited the land between 146BCE and 44 BCE,60 the 
Roman Empire did not inhabit the land for a century.61 Finally, in 44 BCE, the Roman Empire 
colonised the land, establishing a new city there. The question we must raise, then, is who owns 
the land? 
The analysis by Te Kaawa concerning Abraham’s claim to own a section of land in 
Canaan is thought-provoking here. The Israelite’s return to the land of Abraham and experience 
tension with the neighbouring tribes.62 Te Kaawa writes,  
According to human customs ownership rights to land required that the people 
maintain an uninterrupted association with the land. Four generations after Abraham 
enters the land of Canaan and stakes a claim to the land his descendants leave Canaan 
for Egypt due to severe famine conditions. Their ties to the land of Canaan are broken 
and remain so for four-hundred years until they reappear in the land of Canaan. Over 
this time, their claims to the land have grown cold. In this four-hundred-year time-
frame the original people of the land have grown and developed their ties to the land 
and have become more numerous.63 
Similarly, the Romans had an opportunity to claim the land when they initially 
conquered Corinth. They won the right to belong to the land through military conquest. 
However, their claim and relationship with the land grew cold over a century, becoming invalid. 
According to Dr Jim Williams (Ngaai Tahu),  
It is usually believed that at least three generations of absence are required before the 
“fires are cold” and the new occupancy fully confirmed … it must be stressed that in 
the event of land being captured, the principle of ahi kā continued to apply. If the 
victors could not completely extinguish the first of the vanquished then they would 
 
Studies at Athens, vol. 48, no. 4 (1979): 348–50. 
59 Pawlak, “Corinth After 44 BC,” 148; Williams and Russell, “Excavations of 1980,” 27. 
60 As mentioned in §8.2.4, based on the archaeological evidence in Corinth which dates to the so-called desolate 
period (146 BCE–44 James estimates a settlement of 500–1000 inhabitants (James, “The Last of the Corinthians? 
Society and Settlement from 146 to 44 BCE,” 29)., whereas Sanders estimates a settlement of 1600–2500 
inhabitants (Sanders, “Landlords and Tenants: Sharecroppers and Subsistence Farming in Corinthian Historical 
Context,” 116). 
61 David K. Pettegrew, The Isthmus of Corinth: Crossroads of the Mediterranean World (University of Michigan 
Press, 2016), 135; Gebhard and Dickie, “View from the Isthmus,” 261; Edwards, “Molded Relief Bowls,” 198–
99; Wiseman, “Corinth and Rome I,” 494–96; Williams and Russell, “Excavations of 1980,” 27–9; Millis and 
Sasanow, “Corinthians in Exile,” 248. 
62 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 148, 211, 216, 217, 223. This is evident in the Israelite campaign to 
reclaim the land of Canaan by force. 




not gain rights.64 
Nevertheless, the Romans’ colonisation of Corinth (44 BCE) usurped the relationship between 
the land of Corinth and the Corinthian farmers. In their colonisation of the land of Corinth, the 
Romans attempted to exercise their power over the land and extinguish the customary land 
rights of the Corinthian farmers, despite never having confirmed customary rights for 
themselves in the preceding century. 
In 111 BCE, the Roman senate passed the Lex Agraria into legislation (Senate, Lex 
Agraria.).65 Lex Agraria began to designate lands in Italy, Africa, and Greece for Roman 
colonisation and settlement.66 A large part of the legislation was concerned with surveying the 
public lands of Corinth for colonisation and settlement.67 In its lines addressing the lands of 
Greece, Lex Agraria established an office for a magistrate who was ordered with the surveying 
of the land of Corinth (Senate, Lex Agraria. 58). This legislation indicates that the Roman 
government had the colonisation of Corinth in its purview long before its actual recolonisation 
by Rome in 44 BCE.68 The legislation ordering for the land to be surveyed, in light of the 
archaeological evidence of continuous farming of the land of Corinth, suggests that the farming 
inhabitants of the land were considered to be without claim nor right to possess the land.69 
Like tangata, whenua ‘exists in its own right’70 with te tapu i te whenua. Again, it is also 
an emanation from Atua, who is the source and creator of Whenua. Te Kaawa writes, ‘Land is 
a gift and only the owner of the land who is God can gift land.’71 Because whenua has its own 
Tapu (its own intrinsic being is connected to Atua), Whenua is a being72 and not a thing. As a 
being, te tapu i te whenua finds its fullness in ‘its relationship with Atua and tangata.’73 As 
such, Whenua can be violated through the transgression of te tapu toona (its intrinsic being), 
and ‘violation occurs when [whenua] is regarded and treated as an instrument or commodity 
 
64 Williams, “Papa-tūā-nuku,” 53, 55. 
65 Sanders, “Landlords and Tenants: Sharecroppers and Subsistence Farming in Corinthian Historical Context,” 
116; Pawlak, “Corinth After 44 BC,” 143n1; James, “The Last of the Corinthians? Society and Settlement from 
146 to 44 BCE,” 19. 
66 Pawlak, “Corinth After 44 BC,” 143n1. 
67 James, “The Last of the Corinthians? Society and Settlement from 146 to 44 BCE,” 19. 
68 Ekaputra Tupamahu, “Contesting Language(s): Heteroglossia and the Politics of Language in the Corinthian 
Church” (Doctoral Thesis, Vanderbilt University, 2019), 234–36. 
69 This is reminiscent of land legislation in Aotearoa New Zealand, as discussed in §2.4.1. 
70 Tate, He Puna Iti, 71. 
71 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 144. 
72  The being-ness of Whenua has begun to be legally recognised in Aotearoa New Zealand with the Awa 
Whanganui (Whanganui river) being recognised as a legal person (Te Awa Tupua (Whanganui River Claims 
Settlement) Act 2017, 14). This understanding of Whenua can also be observed in Lev 25:2–4, wherein the land 
is described as a being with agency to take sabbath rest. 




of tangata, and subjected to over-exploitation and pollution.’74 The violation of te tapu i te 
whenua can readily be observed in the diminishment of te mana o te whenua (§6.4.3.3). When 
te whenua is violated, its ability to sustain itself and other beings is likewise compromised.  
Whenua holds relational links with Atua and Tangata. In its relationships with Atua and 
Tangata, Whenua often acts as the mediator between he Atua and Tangata. In some relational 
links between Whenua and Tangata, the relationship is sustained and formed over a series of 
generations (§6.4.3.3). For generations, the relationship between that Whenua and that Tangata, 
who have continuously occupied and inhabited a particular Whenua, grows in intimacy to the 
point that the identity of the two become intertwined as one (§6.3.3.2, §6.3.3.3).75 
This intimacy grows as the people bury their whenua (placenta) in the Whenua (land), 
are sustained by Whenua, care for Whenua, name Whenua, and return their dead to the same 
Whenua. When these identities become intertwined, the people become known as te hau 
kaainga (§6.3.3.2),76 the ones with the breath from the cooking fires in that place—the ones 
who have cared for the land and been sustained by the land over many generations. As we look 
toward Koriniti and consider its relational links, we must also consider this relationship 
between te hau kaainga o Koriniti (the home people of Corinth) and te whenua o Koriniti (the 
land of Corinth). 
Ko wai te whenua o Koriniti? 
Naa Ihu ko te whenua o Koriniti 
Naana te moana o Koriniti,  
Ko Mycenaean te hau kaainga mai raa anoo 
Ko wai ngaa tangata naa te whenua o Koriniti? 
Ko te whenua o Koriniti teenei77 
 
8.2.6 Relational Analysis Summary 
There are many different relational identities that we need to consider as we approach 1 
 
74 Tate, He Puna Iti, 72. 
75 Tate, He Puna Iti, 59–60. 
76 Tate, He Puna Iti, 57–8. 
77 Who is the land of Corinth? 
From God came the lands of Corinth 
From whom came the gulf of Corinth 
The Mycenaean are the home people from ancient times 
The Corinthioi are the home people 




Corinthians. This analysis provides further detail into the complexity of the relationships in 
Corinth between Jesus, Paul, the Corinthians, and the land of Corinth. We are also reminded 
of the significance of the relational dynamics operating in Corinth between different ethnic 
groups, each with their own set of relationships to one another. Finally, we are reminded of the 
foreignness of some of the Corinthian Christian community to the land of Corinth and the role 
of those who belonged to colonising people groups and those whose lands had been colonised.  
The relational analysis, stemming from the concern for whanaungatanga in the 
contemporary Maaori biblical interpretation and the relational and whakapapa hermeneutics, 
also led us to consider the presence of the original inhabitants of Corinth seriously. For the 
most part, we saw that the narrative surrounding the colonisation of the original inhabitants 
was similar to other colonising narratives. In considering the original inhabitants of Corinth, 
we were also drawn to consider their essential relationship with the land of Corinth. Many of 
these relationships will now inform me as I begin to analyse the situation in Corinth through 
the lens of the horizon co-constructed with the Tiriti partner. 
 
8.3 The Situation in Corinth 
 
8.3.1 Introduction 
From what we encounter in 1 Cor 11:23–34, the situation in Corinth appears dire. As mentioned 
in the initial analysis of the text, the relationships between the Corinthian Christians are highly 
strained because of the Greedy’s choice to compete for honour and consume more food than 
they needed to fill their appetite. This selfish decision of theirs results in people in the 
community being left hungry and humiliated. Therefore, Paul instructs the Corinthians to return 
to the Lord’s Supper tradition, use their power to benefit the community (not to use their power 
for selfish gain), and care for the vulnerable at their own expense to increase equity in the 
community. Having analysed the relational identities of the parties in the previous section, I 
will now apply the co-constructed framework, developed in Chapter 6, to the text to provide 




8.3.2 The Violations 
 
8.3.2.1 Introduction 
In reading 1 Cor 11:23–34 in dialogue with Tate’s framework, the description of the symptoms 
of the community’s relationality suggests they are a relational disaster. Consistently throughout 
1 Corinthians, Paul’s descriptions indicate te tapu i teetahi (inherent being) or te mana i teetahi 
(potential power) is being diminished by the life and practices of the community.78 Instead, the 
Corinthian Christian community is dysfunctional. Their gatherings (meant to enhance their 
relationships) are actively harmful (1 Cor 11:17). In this first part of the section, I will discuss 
the Takahi (violations) and their effects, which we can observe in Paul’s description of the 
situation and symptoms in Corinth. Then, I will discuss the Takahi by te Apo (the Greedy) 
upon te Hiakai (the Hungry), the effect on te haahi Koriniti (the Corinthian Christian 
community), their relationship with Paul, their relationship with he Atua, a Ihu (Jesus), and 
their relationship with the Whenua (land). 
 
8.3.2.2 Te Haahi Koriniti (The Corinthian Christian Community) 
The avarice of te Apo, consumption in selfish excess, is a Takahi in their relationship with te 
Hiakai. In taking more than they need, te Apo leave te Hiakai without food. Therefore, te Hiakai 
remains hungry before, during, and after the Corinthian Christian community gather for the 
Lord’s Supper. Being forced to go hungry is humiliating. Being forced to go hungry because 
of the greed of another, in the context of a meal for everybody, is more humiliating still.79 As 
they come to the Lord’s Supper, te Hiakai are only left hungry because te Apo believe they are 
more worthy of the food, more deserving to consume extra food, completely neglecting their 
obligation to their sisters and brothers to share with them and be mutually enhanced by their 
 
78 Paul’s note in 1 Cor 11:2 might refer to an exception to the diminishing practices of the Corinthians (Fee, First 
Epistle to the Corinthians, 551–52; Garland, 1 Corinthians, 512; Keener, 1–2 Corinthians, 91; Collins, First 
Corinthians, 404–5). 
Ciampa and Rosner note this seemingly unusual exception, writing, ‘This expression of praise is remarkable since 
Paul does not use similar language elsewhere and throughout the letter he deals with serious problems of every 
kind (spiritual, theological, moral, social, etc.)’ (Ciampa and Rosner, First Letter to the Corinthians, 505). 
79 Mead, Tikanga Maori, 21, 37, 160, 162. Mead writes ‘Conservation rāhui [ritual prohibition] seems to have 
been associated not only with control of resources or the good of the whole community but also with the political 
use of resources. In the former, common-sense regulation of brid, fish and plant life seems to have been a 
consideration. It might even have been a technique of survival which enabled a group to act for the good of all 




relationship (§6.4.3.1).80 Whatever Mana is held by te Apo has been used to abuse te tapu i 
eetahi atu (the intrinsic being of others). 
The immediate lack of food for te Hiakai directly diminishes their taha tinana (physical 
wellbeing); ‘ka hiakai tētahi’ (v. 21).81 The humiliation suffered by te Hiakai from the denial 
of food because of others is a violation of their hinengaro (emotional, psychological wellbeing); 
‘E whakahāwea ana rānei koutou ki te hāhi a te Atua, e mea ana hoki kia whakamā te hunga 
kāhore nei ā rātou mea.’82 This humiliation of te Hiakai also fractures and severs the taha 
whaanau (relational wellbeing) of te Hiakai; ‘he wehewehenga kei roto i a koutou’ (v. 18),83 ‘e 
ōku tēina’ (v. 33).84 This humiliation of te Hiakai is especially egregious because te haahi 
Koriniti is meant to be a community that embraces and loves ‘te hunga kāhore nei ā rātou mea’ 
(v. 22).85 
Intricately woven into all of these violations is the Takahi of te taha wairua (spiritual 
wellbeing) of te Hiakai, as they are denied their right to share in the worship of too raatou Atua 
(their Atua) at the Lord’s Supper because they cannot equitably participate in the food. 
Therefore, as we encounter their state of being as described by Paul and examined through 
mainstream analysis of the biblical text, we find that te Hiakai are not in a state of hauora 
(wellbeing). Instead, their state of being is suggestive of them suffering from te noho takahi (a 
continual state of diminishment). 
Paul informs the Corinthians that the self-centred greed exemplified by te Apo is 
contrary to the Lord’s Supper as described and instructed by Paul in the tradition of Jesus (v. 
22–23). Through te takahi i te tapu i te Hiakai, the relational link between te Apo and te Hiakai 
(te tapu o te Hiakai me te Apo) is also diminished. Through the concept of dynamic 
interrelatedness of all beings (§6.2.1; also, Vaai’s relationality §4.3.2.3 and the Maaori 
discourse’s whakapapa §4.3.3.2), the co-constructed lens suggests that te tapu i te Hiakai is not 
the only Tapu that has been trampled. In placing their personal desires over the needs of others 
 
80 Duncan and Rewi, “Tikanga,” 39. 
81 Durie, Whaiora, 71–2. 
NRSV: ‘one goes hungry.’ 
NA28: ὃς μὲν πεινᾷ. 
82 Durie, Whaiora, 70–1.  
NRSV: ‘Or do you show contempt for the church of God and humiliate those who have nothing?’ 
NA28: ἢ τῆς ἐκκλησίας τοῦ θεοῦ καταφρονεῖτε, καὶ καταισχύνετε τοὺς μὴ ἔχοντας. 
83 NRSV: ‘there are divisions among you.’ 
NA28: σχίσματα ἐν ὑμῖν. 
84 NRSV: ‘my brothers and sisters.’ 
NA28: ἀδελφοί μου. 
85 NRSV: ‘Those who have nothing.’ 




and abusing their Mana, te Apo also suffers from their takahi i te tapu i te Hiakai (violation of 
the inherent being of the Hungry). 
Therefore, te tapu i te Apo has also been violated (§6.5.2).86 However, because te Apo 
do not suffer from lack of food and humiliation, we might expect the diminishment of te tapu 
i te Apo to manifest differently from te takahi i te tapu i te Hiakai. While te Apo is fed, they 
have also further dehumanised themselves through their choice to serve their own interests. In 
te takahi i te tapu i te Hiakai, they have also violated te tapu o Ihu in te Hiakai (§6.5.2). 
Therefore, te Apo have violated their relationship with too raatou Atua (their Atua) by 
trampling on one of the creations and emanations of Atua. 
Furthermore, there is a sense of denial of the presence of Atua in those upon whom they 
have trampled (§6.5.2). In the diminishment of their relationship with Atua, the divine 
characteristics embodied by Atua and shared downward to Tangata are obstructed and impaired 
by the Takahi (§6.5.2). We can see the self-inflicted damage upon te Apo in Paul’s description 
of them as: selfish (v. 21), self-seeking (v. 31), divided (v. 18), and oppressive (vv. 21–22). In 
their Takahi, te tapu o Ihu (the creative presence) is not in them. 
The effects of the damage, which appear to be shared among te haahi Koriniti (the 
Corinthian Christian community), are to be under God’s judgment (v.3l); weak, sick, dead (v. 
30); and condemned (v. 34). These are the symptoms of te takahi a te Apo (the violation by the 
Greedy). This mindset, which gains them honour and prestige in some realms of society, 
disintegrates the very fabric of their being. From the symptoms that we have seen in te Hiakai 
and te Apo, we might consider that they may have been in a state of te noho takahi. 
Because Tapu and Mana are intrinsically linked with one another, te takahi i te tapu i 
teetahi (the violation of the tapu of a being) is te takahi i te mana i teetahi (the violation of the 
mana of a being).87 In their diminished states, the Corinthians’ Mana is impaired and blocked. 
This diminished state, in turn, affects their ability to work towards the fulfilment of te tapu i a 
ia (their inherent being) and te tapu i eetahi atu (the inherent being of others).88 This impaired 
ability means they can no longer fully participate in their communities because te noho takahi 
has severely impaired their power to engage in relationships positively and have positive 
encounters. As we turn to analyse the violations related to Paul, Jesus, and the Whenua, we 
 
86 Tate, He Puna Iti, 168–69. 
87 Mead, Tikanga Maori, 33; Tate, He Puna Iti, 98. 
88 ‘While in the state of [takahi], the person’s potentiality for power remains obstructed. Opportunities for his or 
her mana to become operational are diminished. With regard to te mana o te tangata, the implications of te noho 
[takahi] o te tangata mean that te mana o te tangata remains impaired and ineffective. The power to kōkiri or to 
tautoko projects concerning the relationship of tangata with Atua, with other tāngata and with whenua is restricted’ 




will see further implications of te noho takahi on te mana o te haahi Koriniti. 
 
8.3.2.3 Paul 
The relationship between the Corinthians and Paul has the characteristic of being both strained 
and intimate. As mentioned above, te haahi Koriniti is a creation and emanation of Paul. 
Therefore, as the apostle to the Corinthians, Paul is personally affected by the violations in the 
community. However, the violations do not only flow in one direction. As I read the text 
through the co-constructed lens, it occurs to me that Paul may have also violated his 
relationship with te haahi Koriniti. Therefore, the first aspect of the Corinthians’ relationship 
with Paul that I will address is Paul’s absence from te haahi Koriniti. The second aspect of the 
relationship that I will discuss is the Corinthians’ forsaking Paul’s teaching. 
Shortly after establishing te haahi Koriniti, Paul left Corinth to continue his apostolic 
mission to spread the gospel and teachings of Jesus. In the initial analysis, I revealed that it 
likely had been around two and a half to four years since Paul left Corinth when the letter we 
are discussing was sent to te haahi Koriniti (§7.2.2). Drawing from my experience of the 
tangihanga for Rev Marjorie Rangi (§2.2.5), there is a value in Maori culture called kanohi-ki-
te-kanohi (face to face), in which kaupapa (projects, topics, issues) and take (issues, problems, 
matters) are best attended to kanohi-ki-te-kanohi. A part of what was special about the 
tangihanga of Rev Marjorie (Kurahikakawa, Ngaati Paahauwera, Ngaati Kahungunu) was not 
only bringing the wairua (spirit) and poouri (sadness) of those people back in Auckland to 
Mohaka but also being present at Mohaka with te whaanau pani (the bereaved family) and the 
rest of the Haahi, kanohi-ki-te-kanohi.  
Professor Hirini Moko Mead’s explanation of the ahi-kaa principle and kanohi kitea (‘a 
face seen’) is valuable to consider at this point. He writes of ‘the principle of ahi-kā (burning 
fire), of keeping one’s claims warm by being seen (the principle of kanohi kitea, a face seen) 
and by maintaining contact with the extended family and the hapū.’89 From the perspective of 
my co-constructed hermeneutical lens, one of the big problems in the relationship between Paul 
and the Corinthians is that Paul left. Paul is absent from the community he established. This 
absence has diminished his relationship with te haahi Koriniti. 
In the immaturity of te haahi Koriniti, te mana o Paul in the community has already 
 




gone somewhat cold. Some in the community no longer recognise his authority. Paul’s absence 
has meant his position as the recognised leader of te haahi Koriniti (as the apostle, te rangatira) 
is being contested by those in the community who think they should be following the way of 
other leaders, such as Apollos, Peter, or other unnamed leaders. Since Paul departed from 
Corinth, at least one other Christian leader,90 Apollos, has stayed with te haahi Koriniti. Apollos 
presumably provided some teaching and leadership in Paul’s absence. 
Paul’s rhetoric in 1 Cor 1:12 indicates that different groups in te haahi Koriniti may 
have been strongly influenced by different leaders.91 The growing tension between Paul and te 
haahi Koriniti has also been speculated to have been caused by an anti-Paul opposition in 
Corinth. Nevertheless, while we are not certain about the composition of Paul’s opponents in 
Corinth,92 the effect of this diminishment and colder relationship is evident in the split within 
the community between those appealing to Paul for his help (1 Cor 7:1, 16:17) and those 
actively abandoning the teachings of Paul (4:14–21, 11:2–16,93 11:17–34,94 14:37–40, 15:1–
34). This diminished relationship and weakened influence can be seen in the need for Paul to 
persuade te haahi Koriniti to practice the Lord’s Supper as he originally taught the ritual to 
them (11:23–26). 
In 1 Cor 11:34, it appears to have occurred to Paul that his absence has diminished his 
relationship with te haahi Koriniti and their faithfulness to the traditions. However, either Paul 
does not seem to grasp the urgency of his presence in Corinth, or te haahi Koriniti is not high 
on his current list of priorities. This is despite his knowledge of the crisis in Corinth (11:30). 
In 1 Cor 16:5–9, Paul reveals that he plans to visit Corinth sometime after spending Pentecost 
in Ephesus and passing through Macedonia. While he can visit the Corinthians in passing under 
his current itinerary, Paul claims that he does not want to see them merely in passing but would 
like to spend some time, maybe even a winter season, with te haahi Koriniti in Corinth (16:6). 
On the one hand, it is understandable that Paul does not desire to drop by for a quick 
visit to te haahi Koriniti. A quick drop-in may not give him enough time to resolve the issues 
 
90 Cephas (Peter) or some of his disciples may have also travelled to Corinth and spent time with the community 
(Barrett, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 44; Jamir, Exclusion and Judgment, 118). 
91 However, the Paul’s description and disapproval of the ‘Christ group’ is perplexing for many scholars (Garland, 
1 Corinthians, 46; Hays, First Corinthians, 22–3; Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 59–60; Johnson, 1 
Corinthians, 50–1; Ciampa and Rosner, First Letter to the Corinthians, 80). 
92 For a greater discussion regarding the theories concerning Paul’s opposition in Corinth see: Oh-Young Kwon, 
“A Critical Review of Recent Scholarship on the Pauline Opposition and the Nature of its Wisdom (σοϕί α) in 1 
Corinthians 1—4,” Currents in Biblical Research, vol. 8, no. 3 (2010). 
93 Keener, 1–2 Corinthians, 91. 




raised in his letter. On the other hand, his refusal to drop by briefly on his way to Macedonia95 
could be seen to further Takahi his relationship with te haahi Koriniti. While he can visit them 
in their division and despair, he chooses to pass by without visitation. His presence with the 
community he established is valuable, even if he cannot resolve the issues they raised in such 
a brief visit. As Moko Mead writes, ‘A face seen, he kanohi i kitea, is an important value in 
itself and this could be a gift.’96 
Interconnected with this tension around Paul’s absence from te haahi Koriniti are the 
practices at the Lord’s Supper, which directly challenge the traditions that Paul taught initially 
to te haahi Koriniti. This change and aberration from Paul’s teaching indicate that Paul’s 
relational link with te haahi Koriniti has diminished. The diminishment of te tapu o Paora 
consequently diminishes te mana o Poara. The deviation from the tradition demonstrates the 
obstruction of te mana o Paora and the ineffectiveness of his influence in his relationship with 
te haahi Koriniti. Nevertheless, as before, te mana o Paora is not wholly ineffective because te 
haahi Koriniti continues to call upon him to resolve issues they are facing (1 Cor 7:1), but Paul 
does not command the influence he once had when he was present in Corinth (8.2.4). 
 
8.3.2.4 Jesus 
According to Tate’s framework, I would expect the violation among the community to affect 
he Atua (§6.2.1). While te tapu i a Ihu and te mana i a Ihu may be inviolable as he Atua, Tate’s 
work on Takahi (§6.5.2) leads me to consider that other aspects of he Atua have suffered from 
the violations in te haahi Koriniti at the Lord’s Supper. This section will consider the violations 
in Corinth in relation to te tapu o Ihu and te mana o Ihu. 
One of the functions of the Lord’s Supper in te haahi Koriniti appears to be its ability 
to mediate and enhance the relationship between he Atua and te haahi Koriniti (1 Cor 11:27–
29).97 In considering Tate’s framework, I would suspect that te takahi o te Apo (the violation 
by the Greedy) will also have diminished the relationship between Jesus and the whole 
Corinthian Christian community. In their diminished state, te Hiakai become distant from he 
Atua. The abuse they have received from those who are also meant to be the body of Christ is 
 
95 Although Ephesus and Corinth are separated by the Aegean Sea, Paul’s description of his travel plans in chap. 
16 give the impression that a brief visit to Corinth on his way to Macedonia is a realistic option that is available 
to him (16:5–7). 
96 Mead, Tikanga Maori, 150. 




severing their relationship with he Atua. In their perpetration, te Apo have violated the presence 
of he Atua in their sisters and brothers. As a whole, te haahi Koriniti, in their practice of the 
Lord’s Supper, do not exhibit the qualities and characteristics of their Atua. This diminishment 
of the relationship between te haahi Koriniti and he Atua obstructs the creative presence of 
Jesus in the community.  
The suffering of te haahi Koriniti in v. 30 could result from one or both of two 
possibilities. First, the suffering of te haahi Koriniti could be the active punishment and 
discipline of their Atua on the community because they failed to follow the tikanga (customs) 
of the Lord’s Supper. Graham Cameron (Piriraakau, Ngaati Ranginui) tells us that in relating 
to and influencing Atua wawao to share their Mana with the people, the ‘appropriate and 
correct processes’98 needed to be followed (§6.2.2).99 In not following the tikanga of the Lord’s 
Supper as taught by Paul, te haahi Koriniti open themselves up to being harmed by te mana o 
Ihu because of their violation of te mana o Ihu.100 
Second, we might also consider that Paul’s perception of the judgment of God (‘Ki te 
whakawākia ia tātou, he mea whakaako tātou nā te Ariki’)101 may not so much be the active 
punishment and discipline of Ihu upon te haahi Koriniti. However, it is the natural product of 
their Takahi and their reality as they continue to dwell in te noho takahi. Te tapu i te haahi 
Koriniti is so violated by the abuses at the Lord’s Supper that it is beginning to manifest as 
‘ngoikore’102 (weakness, powerlessness), ‘mate’103 (illness), and ‘moe’104 (death; v. 30), just as 
Tate expects (§6.5.3). It may very well be that as emanations of he Atua, the violation of te 
mana o Ihu is expressed in the subjugation of te haahi Koriniti to te noho takahi. A relational 
view of the suffering leads me to believe that te haahi Koriniti is harmed by te mana o Ihu and 
experiencing the consequences of te noho takahi and that these are not unrelated realities. 
Another consequence of the violations in te haahi Koriniti is that te mana o Ihu is not 
 
98 Cameron, “Development of Pirirākau Theology,” 53. 
99 Nevertheless, even when the correct process was followed, the Atua wawao could be unpredictable and deceive 
those asking for their power; ‘A note of caution: our Judeo-Christian heritage means that we tend to presume an 
interventionist god is intervening for our good and benefit; atua wawao did not always do so, were not expected 
to do so, and consequently trickery and deceit of atua wawao was an expected and appropriate practice in our 
relationship with them’ (Cameron, “Development of Pirirākau Theology,” 53). 
100 Raymond Firth, Economics of the New Zealand Maori, 2nd ed. (Wellington, New Zealand: R. E. Owen, 
Government Printer, 1959), 261. 
101 NRSV: ‘But when we are judged by the Lord, we are disciplined’  
NA28: κρινόμενοι δὲ ὑπὸ τοῦ κυρίου παιδευόμεθα 
102 NRSV: ‘weak.’  
NA28: ἀσθενεῖς. 
103 NRSV: ‘ill.’ 
 NA28: ἄρρωστοι. 





binding the community together as ‘te tinana o te Karaiti’105 (the body of Christ; 10:16), nor 
would the bread and the cup become the body and blood of Jesus. In the correct celebration of 
the Lord’s Supper, Jesus becomes present with te haahi Koriniti; ‘ko tōku tinana tēnei ka 
whatiwhatia nei mō koutou,’106 ‘Ko te kawenata hou tēnei kapu i runga i ōku toto.’107 However, 
because te tapu o Ihu is withdrawn from te haahi Koriniti, te mana o Ihu does not make Jesus 
present among te haahi Koriniti in the bread and cup. Thus, because of the violation in the 
community, te mana o Ihu (and te mana o te haahi Koriniti to influence Jesus) becomes 
ineffective, and the bread and cup do not become the body, the blood, the presence of Christ 
among them. Therefore, te mana o Ihu is also rendered ineffective in drawing the community 
together and uniting the community as one. 
 
8.3.2.5 Whenua (Land) 
The violations at the Lord’s Supper not only affect the people immediately involved (i.e., te 
Hiakai, te Apo, me te haahi Koriniti), but Tate’s framework guides us to recognise and explore 
the broader impact of the abusive practices in Corinth. The greed and humiliation at the Lord’s 
Supper in Corinth affect the relationships of te haahi Koriniti with Paul and Jesus. Therefore, 
according to Tate’s framework, the community’s practice at the Lord’s Supper intrinsically 
violates the land that sustains, cares for, and accommodates the people. 
As I consider the Takahi of the land, my first thoughts turn toward the colonisation of 
the land, particularly the attempt (by Paakehaa) to usurp the relationship between the people 
and the Whenua. While the Roman Empire defeated the people of Corinth in battle and could 
claim the primary relationship with the Whenua through domination, they left. Thus, their 
 
105 NRSV: ‘the body of Christ.’  
NA28: τοῦ σώματος τοῦ Χριστοῦ. 
106 NRSV: ‘This is my body that is for you.’  
NA28: τοῦτό μού ἐστιν τὸ σῶμα τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν.  
Also: ‘Ko te taro e whatiwhatia nei e tātou, ehara ianei i te kai tahi i te tinana o te Karaiti? Inā hoki ko tātou 
tokomaha nei, kotahi anō taro, kotahi anō tinana; kotahi tonu nei hoki taua taro e kainga nei e tātou katoa’ (10:16b–
17).  
NRSV: ‘The bread that we break, is it not a sharing in the body of Christ? Because there is one bread, we who 
are many are one body, for we all partake of the one bread.’  
NA28: Τὸ ποτήριον τῆς εὐλογίας ὃ εὐλογοῦμεν, οὐχὶ κοινωνία ἐστὶν τοῦ αἵματος τοῦ Χριστοῦ. 
107 NRSV: ‘This cup is the new covenant in my blood.’ 
NA28: τοῦτο τὸ ποτήριον ἡ καινὴ διαθήκη ἐστὶν ἐν τῷ ἐμῷ αἵματι. 
 Also: ‘Ko te kapu whakapainga e whakapai nei tātou, ehara koia i te inu tahi i ngā toto o te Karaiti?’ (10:16a).  
NRSV: ‘The cup of blessing that we bless, is it not a sharing in the blood of Christ?’  
NA28: τὸν ἄρτον ὃν κλῶμεν, οὐχὶ κοινωνία τοῦ σώματος τοῦ Χριστοῦ ἐστιν; ὅτι εἷς ἄρτος, ἓν σῶμα οἱ πολλοί ἐσμεν, 




claim through domination grew cold. Meanwhile, a farming community remained in the 
Whenua of Corinth. They worked, cared for, and maintained the Whenua, and they lived in the 
Whenua. However, in 44 BCE, the Roman Empire disregarded this relationship between 
Whenua and the Greek farming community by establishing a governing class over the Tangata 
with ahi-kaa and declaring that they possessed te mana o te Whenua. Hence, the lingering stain 
of this violation against the Whenua and its Tangata with mana tuku (mana shared; §6.4.3.3) 
permeates every other relational encounter. 
Whenua occupies many roles in relation to Atua and Tangata. Among these roles, 
Whenua is the place of mediation between Atua and Tangata, between Tangata and Tangata, 
and between Tangata and Whenua. Whenua always exists as the place in and on which 
relationships occur. However, Whenua is not merely a passive and dormant object but is always 
an active and present participant in all relational encounters. As such, te tapu i te whenua suffers 
from te takahi a te Apo (the violation by the Greedy). In te tapu i te whenua being diminished 
by te takahi a te Apo, the Whenua is spiritually polluted. The greed and the humiliation taking 
place at the meetings of te haahi Koriniti perpetrate (or join in the perpetration of) the 
humiliation and exploitation of the Whenua. In violating te tapu i te whenua, te Apo have also 
violated the presence of Atua in Whenua since Atua is the source of Whenua. 
Furthermore, at their meeting for the Lord’s Supper (when correctly practised), Atua is 
perceived to come and be present with the community (1 Cor 10:16–17, 11:24–25). In being 
present with the community, te tapu i te whenua should be enhanced as it is consecrated and 
dedicated to Atua. This consecration and dedication is the natural extension of te tapu i a Ihu 
by enhancing te tapu o Ihu with the Whenua. 
Another of the mediatory roles of Whenua, to be inferred from Paul’s description of the 
Lord’s Supper, is to embody the creative presence of Atua or to become the vessel of Atua. As 
we consider Whenua as an active and present participant in all relational encounters, the bread 
and the cup are products of the fruits of the Whenua, tended for and harvested by Tangata. 
Therefore, the bread and the cup exist as extensions of te tapu i te whenua produced through te 
mana o te whenua. In the Lord’s Supper, when correctly performed, te tapu i te whenua (in the 
bread and cup), through te mana o te Atua and te mana o te haahi Koriniti, is meant to be 
significantly enhanced. The enhancement of te tapu i te whenua occurs so that the extensions 
of Whenua become identified as the body and the blood of Atua. 
This reidentification of the extensions of Whenua indicates that in the Lord’s Supper, 
the relational link between Atua and Whenua becomes so intimate that they are united (in a 




to Tate, among the goals of Tapu is the hope of expressing the fullness of the creative presence 
of Atua to the extent of their created limitations. Therefore, when correctly practised, the ritual 
of the Lord’s Supper is one means by which Atua and Tangata enhance Whenua to reach te 
tutukitanga (fulfilment, completion), even momentarily. 
The embodiment of Atua in Whenua is one way in which Atua can become present with 
Tangata. Furthermore, in enhancing the relational link between Atua and Whenua, te tapu o 
Ihu and te mana o Ihu is made available for Tangata to imbibe and enhance the relational link 
between the people and Atua (10:16–17, 11:24–25). Hence, in the violation of Whenua, te 
mana o Ihu is rendered ineffective because, in its diminished state, te mana o te whenua is 
unable to take upon itself the presence of Jesus and mediate the relationship between Atua and 
te haahi Koriniti. 
We might also infer that our understanding of God’s judgment (§8.2.3.4, 1 Cor 11:32) 
might contain another factor. In the extensions of Whenua (bread and cup) suffering from 
Takahi, they not only do not become the body and blood of Christ, but in their diminished state 
they become harmful to te haahi Koriniti (11:27–29). The elements of the Lord’s Supper that 
were meant to give life and bring unity instead become poison to te haahi Koriniti and cause 
them to be further divided and further diminished. This “poisoning” of te haahi Koriniti 
functions to protect the Whenua from further violation.108 Like the consequences of te takahi i 
te tapu i te whenua being expressed through te mana o te whenua in various natural and 
ecological disasters, so too do the extensions of Whenua repel te haahi Koriniti to retain and 
maintain the Tapu and Mana that is remaining, diminished as it may be.109 
In the diminished state of the Whenua, Tate’s framework suggests that te mana o te 
whenua, impaired as it may be, would begin to focus introspectively on the restoration of te 
tapu i te whenua. There is evidence of the Whenua acting to restore itself throughout the Roman 
Empire in the first century CE. There is some speculation that Paul may have been writing this 
letter to te haahi Koriniti amid food insecurity in Corinth. 
It is well known that various famines and food shortages occurred during the reign of 
the emperor Claudius (41–54 CE).110 Josephus (Ant. 20.51, 101), Suetonius, (51 CE, Claud. 
18), and Tacitus (51 CE, Ann. 12.43) write about these famines and food crises, particularly 
some occurring in the mid-forties and in 51 CE. Additionally, Eusebius, writing in the fourth 
 
108 Marsden, “Natural World and Natural Resources,” 46. 
109 Marsden, “Natural World and Natural Resources,” 46; Kawharu, “Kaitiakitanga,” 92. 
110 Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.8; Orosius, Historiarum adversus paganos. 7.6.17; Josephus, Ant. 20.51, 101; Dio 




century, reports of a universal famine during Claudius’ reign which was the fulfilment of 
Agabus’ prophecy recorded in Acts 11:28 (Hist. eccl. 2.8). Eusebius is the only person to report 
a famine of such proportions. Dio Cassius (3rd C CE) also mentions λιμοῦ τε ἰσχυροῦ 
γενομένου during the time of Claudius, which moved him to begin the construction of a harbour 
against the judgment of his advisors (Roman History. 60.11). 
The archaeological evidence provides similar evidence of food shortage. Seven 
inscriptions honour Tiberius Claudius Dinippus as curator annonae in Corinth.111 From what 
we know of the Roman office, the curator annonae, appointed during a famine, ‘helps by 
giving corn to the city, giving money for its purchase, and/or by buying local stocks and selling 
them at a moderate price.’112 Barry Danylak, Ma. Marilou S. Ibita, Allen Brown West, and 
others argue that this appointment was likely in response to the 51 CE famine.113 The literary 
and archaeological evidence demonstrates that there were rolling famines and food shortages 
throughout the Roman Empire in and before 51 CE. 
This suggestion of food insecurity adds to our understanding of 1 Cor 11:30. Such a 
disaster highlights the potential for the violation of one another to become a continual cycle of 
violation, moving all involved into te noho takahi. Therefore, as we come to 1 Cor 11:23–34, 
we might consider that Whenua is acting to preserve its own Tapu and Mana by not producing 
food to sustain life, i.e., famine throughout the Roman Empire, and turning what food is present, 
as an extension of Whenua, to become harmful to the people. 
 
8.3.2.6 Summary 
In this section, I have suggested that if we analyse 1 Cor 11:23–34 through the lens of Tate’s 
framework, the situation in Corinth is entirely out of balance. The violations in te haahi Koriniti 
are serious and negatively affect all involved and their relationships with one another. In their 
diminished state, they are beginning to suffer from the consequences of the continual violations 
in the community at the Lord’s Supper. These violations have caused them to descend into te 
 
111 Ma. Marilou S. Ibita, “Food Crises in Corinth? Revisiting the Evidence and Its Possible Implications in 
Reading 1 Cor 11:17–34,” in Stones, Bones, and the Sacred: Essays on Material Culture and Ancient Religion in 
Honor of Dennis E. Smith, ed. Cadwallader (Society of Biblical Literature, 2016), 38. 
112 Ibita, “Food Crisis in Corinth?,” 37. 
113 Allen Brown West, et al., “Latin Inscriptions, 1896–1926,” Corinth, vol. 8, no. 2 (1931): 73; Ibita, “Food Crisis 
in Corinth?,” 38; Barry N. Danylak, “Tiberius Claudius Dinippus and the Food Shortages in Corinth,” TynBul, 
vol. 59, no. 2 (2008): 236–58; see also Bradley B. Blue, “The House Church at Corinth and the Lord's Supper: 
Famine, Food Supply, and the Present Distress,” CTR, vol. 5, no. 2 (1991): 235–36; Bruce W. Winter, “Secular 




noho takahi, whereby their lowliness (i.e., dwindled hauora (wellbeing)) brings them further 
powerlessness and sickness. 
I also suggested that the absence of Paul from Corinth could have been considered a 
violation of his relationship with te haahi Koriniti. Although Paul established the community 
and it is an extension of te tapu i a Paora, his relationship with them has grown cold. In its 
coldness, te mana o Paora has lost much of its effectiveness in te haahi Koriniti, which is shown 
in how they have distorted the tradition of the Lord’s Supper handed down to them by Paul. 
Their violated relationship with too raatou Atua (their Atua) has meant that instead of 
te mana o Ihu being effective at enhancing them and their relationships with one another and 
with Jesus, it is either completely ineffective or, at worst, becoming harmful to them. In the 
context of Whenua that already suffers Takahi, their violated relationship with the Whenua 
means that Whenua no longer mediates the creative presence of Atua with Tangata and the 
extensions of Whenua do not bring life and unity to te haahi Koriniti, but instead compound 
the weakness, illness, and death. 
 
8.3.3 Paul’s Instructions 
When he takahi (a violation) has been suffered and perpetrated, Tate tells us the hope is for the 
mutual restoration of Tapu and Mana.114  Seeing the extent and range of ngaa takahi (the 
violations) in Corinth at the Lord’s Supper, through the lens co-constructed with Tate, healing 
and restoration should restore the Tapu and Mana of all who have suffered from takahi. The 
restoration of Tapu and Mana brings all back onto their journey towards the fulfilment of their 
Tapu and Mana and the fulfilment of one another (§6.3.4). 
As we look towards Paul’s instructions to te haahi Koriniti, I will assess his instructions’ 
restorative function and expected effects upon the Tapu and Mana of those violated. While 
there are many different aspects of the problem I could focus upon, I will specifically focus on 
the four main restorative themes brought to our attention from the initial analysis (§7.4.6, §7.5) 
of return to tradition, communalism, restoration of equity, and using power to care for the 
vulnerable.  
This section will interpret Paul’s instructions to the Corinthians using the lens co-
constructed with Tate. While Tate includes a restorative process, ‘hohou rongo,’ in his 
 




framework, I will not use the process he outlines in this assessment. The reason for this is that 
Paul does not describe a complete process for reconciliation in te haahi Koriniti. Instead, he 
prescribes some instructions for te haahi Koriniti to put into practice. When Paul visits te haahi 
Koriniti in the future, he will provide further instruction and hopefully conduct a proper 
reconciliatory process; ‘Ko ērā atu mea hoki, māku e whakatika ina tae atu ahau’ (1 Cor 
11:34).115 Nevertheless, Tate’s description of hohou rongo is helpful: 
Hohou rongo consists in the restoration of the tapu and mana of Atua, tangata and 
whenua, diminished or impaired by [takahi]. It is the peaceful enjoyment of right 
relationships restored, with corresponding freedom from the state of negative [takahi] 
achieved by the exercise of pono [truth], tika [right, correct] and aroha [love].116 
In verse 23, Paul’s response to te haahi Koriniti moves beyond disclosing his knowledge 
concerning the violations in Koriniti. Now, Paul begins to prescribe the thought and action 
integral to restoring those involved in the violation. What we read in v. 23 is Paul’s 
reaffirmation of the Lord’s Supper puuraakau (origin story), the very same puuraakau Paul 
originally handed down to te haahi Koriniti. One of the functions of a puuraakau is to explain 
why something is the way it is, i.e., a puuraakau explains the original thought and reason for 
the way something is done. In the Lord’s Supper puuraakau, Paul reminds te haahi Koriniti of 
the puutake (origin) of the Lord’s Supper. In retelling and affirming the puuraakau, Paul leads 
te haahi Koriniti back to the original tikanga of the practice. It is this tikanga that Paul will 
explicate throughout vv. 27–34. 
One of the more apparent functions of the puuraakau is its role in reigniting and 
reconnecting the relational links of te haahi Koriniti with too raatou Atua (their Atua) a Ihu. It 
is a reminder of the way the ritual practice by te haahi Koriniti is a ritual that connects them to 
too raatou Atua. As he Atua, Jesus’ relational links to te haahi Koriniti are different from the 
relational links shared between ngaa Atua Maaori (the Maaori Atua) and ngaa iwi Maaori (the 
Maaori tribes). Graham Cameron’s research and other Kaupapa Maaori research shows a 
genealogical descent from ngaa Atua Maaori to ngaa iwi Maaori (§6.2.2).117 That is to say, ngaa 
iwi Maaori can whakapapa (trace genealogical connections) to ngaa Atua Maaori. Therefore, 
Tangata share direct relational links with ngaa Atua. For te haahi Koriniti, although they claim 
Jesus as their Atua, they do not possess the whakapapa connection to Jesus. Therefore, the 
 
115 NRSV: ‘About the other things I will give instructions when I come.’ 
NA28: τὰ δὲ λοιπὰ ὡς ἂν ἔλθω διατάξομαι 
116 Tate, He Puna Iti, 182. 




Lord’s Supper (along with baptism) functions to establish and maintain the relational links in 
place of a whakapapa connection. Paul’s restorative action begins by reminding te haahi 
Koriniti of this function of the Lord’s Supper. It connects them to too raatou Atua.118 
The co-constructed lens might propose another interpretation of v. 26b. Through this 
lens, Paul’s declaration ‘e whakakitea ana e koutou te matenga o te Ariki’119 is demonstrative 
of the Lord’s Supper’s function to enhance the relational links between Jesus and te haahi 
Koriniti. In enhancing te tapu o te haahi Koriniti with Jesus, the characteristics of Jesus become 
more prominent in the people. Through the reignition of a positive, beneficial relationship with 
Jesus, the people themselves become the beacons of the proclamation or revelation of their 
Atua. However, enhancing the relational link between te haahi Koriniti and Ihu is contingent 
on their practices at the Lord’s Supper. In returning to the tikanga of the Lord’s Supper 
demonstrated by the puuraakau, te haahi Koriniti can remember the creative presence of Jesus 
with them in the Lord’s Supper. 
The next step in Paul’s instructions to te haahi Koriniti might be considered to be te 
mahi (action, work) of the tikanga to go along with the whakaaro (thought) of the tikanga, that 
is, to establish the kawa of the Lord’s Supper for te haahi Koriniti. Having exhorted te haahi 
Koriniti to reignite their relational links with too raatou Atua by reiterating the Lord’s Supper 
puuraakau, Paul’s following instructions lead te haahi Koriniti to recognise te tapu o Ihu in 
their sisters and brothers.  
Therefore, the self-examination instructed by Paul is a prompt for te Apo to reflect on 
their current state of being. They are to examine te tapu i toona (their inherent being), te tapu 
o toona (their relational links), te mana i toona (their potential power), and te mana o toona 
(their exercised power). Through this examination, te Apo might be perceptive enough to 
recognise they are in the state of te noho takahi (continual state of diminishment). Although 
they have been excessively fed and honoured at the Lord’s Supper meals in taking large 
portions of food, the self-examination will potentially reveal the extent of their self-violation 
through their perpetration of abuse upon others. 
Self-examination then leads to the discernment of the rest of the body. In discerning the 
rest of the body (1 Cor 11:29), after having recognised their own state of te noho takahi (11:28), 
Paul draws the attention of te Apo to the effects of the violations they have committed against 
the rest of te haahi Koriniti (11:29–30), in te kai hee (unworthily/errantly eating) and te inu 
 
118 This idea also comes through in Paul’s olive tree grafting metaphor in his letter to the Romans (11:17–24) 
119 NRSV: ‘you proclaim the Lord’s death.’ 




hee (unworthily/errantly drinking). It is interesting to see Paul’s approach to reaching te Apo 
in their selfishness by reflecting upon themselves first. In doing so, te Apo can recognise and 
reflect on te tapu o toona (their relational links). 
Because their personal identity is interwoven with the community’s identity through te 
tapu o toona, the self-examination naturally leads te Apo to recognise the violated state of the 
community as a whole because they are interconnected with one another, thereby leading them 
to recognise the extent of their violations. Their violations have violated them personally as the 
perpetrators and diminished the Tapu and Mana of te Hiakai, the whole community, too raatou 
Atua, and the Whenua. 
As I consider the impact of Paul’s instructions for self-examination and the discernment 
of the body on the immediate crisis of te haahi Koriniti suffering God’s judgment, Paul’s 
instructions might address this crisis from four perspectives. In the first sense, we might 
understand the self-examination and the discernment of the body to result in avoiding God’s 
judgment against te haahi Koriniti because the relational links, diminished as they were, have 
begun to be restored by returning to the tikanga of the Lord’s Supper and the healing of the 
relational link between Ihu and te haahi Koriniti. 
In the second sense, the discernment of the body is expected to lead te Apo to recognise 
the damage of their violation of te Hiakai, which has caused them to suffer from te noho takahi, 
resulting in the diminishment of their hauora (wellbeing). In the third sense, te Apo can 
recognise their own state of suffering from te noho takahi and therefore take restorative action 
to re-humanise themselves by liberating others from the oppression and violations they have 
inflicted upon them. 
In the fourth sense, as the relational links between Atua, te Hiakai and te Apo are 
restored, the relational link with te whenua can also be restored. In this restoration, te haahi 
Koriniti can share in the Lord’s Supper using the proper tikanga. In using the proper tikanga, 
te haahi Koriniti enhances and is enhanced by te whenua, as it can mediate and connect Ihu 
and te haahi Koriniti together again and reach fulfilment as te whenua becomes the body and 
blood of Jesus. However, Paul’s instructions to te haahi Koriniti are not intended to settle the 
peace among the community. Instead, Paul’s instructions begin the process of peace and begin 
to restore the community’s relationships.  
From another perspective, in verses 27–33 we read Paul’s responsive instructions to the 
community, in which he implies te haahi Koriniti should only eat after considering the body; 




ko te tinana o te Ariki’ (v. 29).120 Te Apo are to wait or serve their sisters and brothers instead 
of merely thinking of their own interests; ‘ka huihui koutou ki te kai, me tatari tētahi ki tētahi’ 
(v. 33).121 
The instructions that Paul offers are not a big revelation to ngaa iwi Maaori. He is 
merely instructing te Apo to return to practising the Lord’s Supper using the proper relational 
tikanga (custom or protocol). The reason why his words are not necessarily a big revelation to 
ngaa iwi Maaori is that, from my observations, often people at a haakari, following a poowhiri, 
are fed in a specific order: manuhiri (guests), the koroua and the kuia (the elders), the tamariki 
(children), and then eetahi atu katoa o te tangata whenua (all others of the people of the land, 
the hosts). 122  The guests and the most vulnerable and valuable people go first, and then 
everybody else is free to partake in the meal. 
Furthermore, Suzanne Duncan (Te Rarawa, Te Aupoouri) and Professor Emeritus Poia 
Rewi (Ngaati Manawa), both esteemed Maaori scholars, tell us that within te ao Maaori (the 
Maaori world), the ideal outcome is a ‘“mana-win-win” situation,’123 that is, a situation where 
all have been uplifted and respected by the interaction. Therefore, in the meal context, the ideal 
is that all leave satisfied. If all cannot leave satisfied, then the tikanga means the manuhiri, the 
koroua, the kuia, and the tamariki are able to eat first so that those who are not guests and are 
not vulnerable in the hosting group are the ones who will go hungry. This order maintains the 
host’s obligation to manaaki (be hospitable towards) their guests and the vulnerable in the 
community. 
This tikanga is apparent in the whakaaro (understanding) concerning the Kiingitanga 
and the ‘poukai’124  held by the Kiingitanga. Dr Pei Te Hurinui Jones (Ngaati Maniapoto) 
suggests one of the primary concerns of the various Ariki approached by Maatene Te Whiwhi 
(Ngaati Raukawa, Ngaati Toa) in establishing Te Kiingitanga was the burden of feeding the 
people. The issue of food and delicacies arises in the koorero (talk, conversation) about ngaa 
 
120 NRSV: ‘For all who eat and drink without discerning the body, eat and drink judgment against themselves.’ 
NA28: ὁ γὰρ ἐσθίων καὶ πίνων κρίμα ἑαυτῷ ἐσθίει καὶ πίνει μὴ διακρίνων τὸ σῶμα 
121 NRSV: ‘when you come together to eat, wait for one another.’ 
NA28: συνερχόμενοι εἰς τὸ φαγεῖν ἀλλήλους ἐκδέχεσθε 
122 Mead, Tikanga Maori, 99. 
123 Duncan and Rewi, “Tikanga,” 39. 
124 Pricsilla Wehi and Tom Roa, “Reciprocal relationships: identity, tradition and food in the Kīngitanga Poukai 
= He Manaakitanga: O Te Tuakiri, O Te Tikanga Me Te Kai Ki Te Poukai O Te Kīngitanga,” SocArXiv, vol. 
(2019): 8–14, 20–25. ‘Poukai address the responsibility that those who are better off have for those in need, 
through the provision of food, and beneath that, food security from the land’s resources’ (Pricsilla Wehi and Tom 
Roa, “Reciprocal Relationships: Identity, Tradition and Food in the Kīngitanga Poukai = He Manaakitanga: O Te 




Ariki Topia Tūroa (Whanganui), 125  Te Heuheu (Ngaati Tuuwharetoa), 126  and Te Amohau 
(Ngaati Whakaue, Te Arawa)127 when Te Whiwhi requested that they become Te Kiingi.128 
This was one of the burdens that Te Hurinui believes Te Wherowhero (Tainui, Mahuta) 
foresaw, which the other Ariki anticipated, as he considered the mantle of Te Kiingi.129 In 1884, 
the poukai or ‘punakai (uniting of food sources)’130 was established by King Taawhiao Pootatau 
Te Wherowhero II.131 
According to Ngāti Hikairo, when Tāwhiao came back from England, he saw the 
plight of the people and instigated the punakai that later became the poukai:  
Kua whakatūria e hau tēnei taonga hei āwhina i te pani, i te pouaru, i te rawakore. 
He kūaha whānui e pūare ana ki te puna tangata ki te punakai 
I have instituted this gathering to feed the widowed, the bereaved and the destitute, a 
doorway open to the multitudes of people and the bounty of food.  
The vision was caring for each other recognising Ngāti Hikairo and Ngāti 
Maniapoto’s largesse and their support for their relations, many in desperate need. 
It is generally accepted that the first punakai, or poukai,132 was at Whatiwhatihoe, 
 
125 ‘When Topia (was offered the kingship he) said: I am not agreeable. My mountain is Matemateaonge; my sea 
is Whanganui; and the fish in it are toitoi (a fish which sleeps in the shoals in fresh-water lakes), parikoi (sucker 
fish) and inanga (whitebait)’ (Jones, King Pōtatau, 176–77). 
126 ‘[Te Heuehu] was also the chief who (lived) in the middle of this island, and (at) the meeting-place of the 
(human) currents from one side and the other. It was observed that the fish in that sea were kōkopu (a fresh-water 
fish), kōura (a fresh-water species of crayfish), and kōaro (a blind species of the fresh water whitebait found in 
Rotoaira lake, at the foot of Mt. Tongariro)’ (Jones, King Pōtatau, 177). 
127 ‘Te Heuheu (on receiving this offer, in turn) offered the kingship to Te Amohau (high chief of the Ngāti 
Whakaue of the Arawa tribes). It was said of him: His Mountain is Ngongotahā; His Sea is Rotorua; And the fish 
in it are kōura; kākahi (a freshwater bivalve mollusc) and inanga. 
128 Jones, King Pōtatau, 176–77. 
129 Jones, King Pōtatau, 190–91. ‘Ki te mahi e takoto mai nei … For this Toilsome Thing that now lies here … 
Toilsome Thing: This is a reference to the Māori Kingship. Pōtatau was well-advanced in years and his life of 
ease at Māngere was one that he had fully earned. One can understand that to be loaded with the cares of kingship 
was a job that a philosopher like Pōtatau would not welcome. He could also envisage the burden that would be 
placed on his people in providing supplies of food for the tribal gatherings that would go with the position. As a 
matter of fact, the Author is of the opinion that the other chiefs who had turned down the offer of the kingship did 
so because they felt that their tribal resources would not be equal to the strain of keeping up with position of King.’ 
(Jones, King Pōtatau, 187, 188, 191).‘Tēnā te kai ka ngaro te pae ki Hawaiki … Food a-plenty was forsaken and 
left in Hawaiki … Food a-plenty: As previously stated, a number of chiefs had refused the kingship principally 
because they feared that the food economy of their tribal territories would not be able to sustain their kingly status. 
And it is to this aspect of the matter that Pōtatau refers.’ (Jones, King Pōtatau, 188, 190). Priscilla Wehi and Tom 
Roa also describe this tikanga, noting that, ‘Much of this expectation is around food, its abundance, and the 
particular emblematic or ‘signature’ foods that are cooked and served. If this expectation is unfulfilled, the hosts 
feel the loss of mana. For example, the ancestor Ngawaero’s people were famous for eeling, and celebrated mana 
with the different varieties of eel in their domain. When Ngawaero married the first Māori King, Pōtatau, it was 
noted that the visitors were not treated to these particular delicacies. Ngawaero was embarrassed, and wrote a 
song still famous, still sung today, almost 200 years later’ (Wehi and Roa, “Reciprocal Relationships,” 22). 
130 Wehi and Roa, “Reciprocal Relationships,” 2. 
131 Wehi and Roa, “Reciprocal Relationships,” 13. 




south of Pirongia in 1885, evolving from a number of earlier gatherings that were held 
to feed the people. The people at Whatiwhatihoe built a bridge across the Waipā river 
so that people could get to the poukai. The bridge was named Te Tāwhara-kai-atua, 
and the connections between food (kai) and the gods (atua) are embedded within this 
name. Tāwhara (Freycinetia banksii), is a liane that grows in the forest; its fruits are a 
delicacy of the region, reserved for the highest born leaders or ariki. The name of the 
bridge thus calls the people to share and enjoy the luxury previously reserved for the 
ariki. This is part of the philosophy of the poukai today – food for the king is food for 
all.133 
Associate Professor Priscilla Wehi and Associate Professor Tom Roa (Ngaati Manipoto, 
Waikato) explain how the poukai serves several relational purposes. 
From a traditional Tainui view, and within the context of poukai, we have a 
relationship with food which asserts a responsibility to each other. Mana is at the 
heart of this reciprocal relationship. That mana isn’t about sovereignty or power. 
Mana is a recognition of the reciprocity in relationships, between peoples, and 
between peoples and places. … Instead, we argue that there is an onus and 
expectation within the relationship that the relationship itself is acknowledged, 
nurtured; maintained. That we look after the land, and the land looks after us.134 
From this view of the poukai, te haahi Koriniti would be obligated to feed the guests and the 
vulnerable (i.e., te Hiakai) at their meetings first. Only after food can be provided for the guests 
and the vulnerable amongst the hosts should those in less vulnerable positions be partaking in 
the meal. While the overarching hope is that all people at the meal might be satisfied by the 
food provided, if there is a lack of food it is those who are not vulnerable who will be left 
hungry from the meal. It is those who are not vulnerable who can eat at home later. In this way, 
those who are not as vulnerable as others at the meal can look after those with greater 
vulnerabilities in the community. This upholds the mana of the hosts even though there was 
not enough food. 
Paul’s relationship with te haahi Koriniti remains tense after his instructions. In sending 
the letter to te haahi Koriniti, Paul has demonstrated that he cares and has compassion for the 
community, despite his absence. He has indicated he will be travelling to Corinth soon after 
his trip to Macedonia. Paul hopes to provide further instructions to te haahi Koriniti when he 
is with them next. However, the fact remains that Paul is absent from the community. His face 
is not seen by them, even in their time of crisis. 
 
provided food for the people even after they lost their lands. 
133 Wehi and Roa, “Reciprocal Relationships,” 13. 




Concerning the Whenua, Paul’s instructions to te haahi Koriniti fall short of a holistic 
response to the violations. Paul’s primary focus throughout the pericope has been on addressing 
the Tangata-Tangata and Atua-Tangata relationships. Unfortunately, the violation of Whenua 
remains unresolved for the most part. While the restoration of the Tapu and Mana of Tangata 
and the unblocking of the Tapu and Mana of Atua will inevitably have some restorative effect 
on the relationship between Tangata and Whenua, in conversation with Tate’s framework, 
Paul’s silence on te hohou rongo (reconciliation) between Tangata and Whenua is discouraging. 
Through the co-constructed lens, integral to Paul’s response should have been restoring 
the proper relationships between Tangata and Whenua. The restoration of these relationships 
might first prioritise the relationship between the Whenua and those with whom the ahi-kaa 
relationship resides. In reconciling this relationship or supporting the reconciliation of this 
relationship, the rest of the peoples’ relationships with the land can be rightly ordered. 
Although Whenua might be able to reach fulfilment in the Lord’s Supper and take on te tapu o 
Ihu through te mana o Ihu me te haahi Koriniti, a more holistic view of the situation in Corinth 
continues to see the Whenua deprived. This deprivation, in turn, has the potential to continue 
to aggravate the vulnerable and sensitive relationships in te haahi Koriniti. 
 
8.3.4 Summary 
The situation in Corinth is highly volatile for te haahi Koriniti. The community is suffering as 
they are enveloped in violations from the abuses by te Apo. These abuses not only leave te 
Hiakai hungry at the end of the Lord’s Supper but have further consequences as their whole 
hauora is diminished through the continuous violation. However, these violations also affect te 
Apo and the community’s relationships with Paul, Jesus and Whenua. Their abusive practices 
have affected those they have violated and all the relational connections throughout the 
community. 
Paul’s instructions leave te Apo to conclude that justice is needed in te haahi Koriniti. 
If te Apo follows the instructions, we might expect to see some healing occur among the 
community.135 We might expect the healing to go some way in re-igniting and repairing the 
relationship of te haahi Koriniti with too raatou Atua. The initial reconciliation in their 
relational link with Jesus might allow te Apo to recognise the presence of too raatou Atua in 
 
135 This could be the subject of future research with a focus on the relational connections in light of 2 Corinthians 




their fellow haahi (community) members. Such healing could mitigate the worst of the suffering 
in Corinth. 
Furthermore, the limited reconciliation offered through Paul’s instructions would also 
begin to restore the relational links with Whenua. Therefore, in this limited reconciliation, the 
Lord’s Supper of te haahi Koriniti might once again see te mana o te whenua at work in 
mediating between the community and Jesus, as well as see te mana o Ihu and te mana o te 
haahi Koriniti enhance te tapu o te whenua to become once again interwoven with te tapu o Ihu 
and bring Christ’s presence into the community. 
However, Paul’s instructions do not offer complete reconciliation for the community. 
When Paul arrives in Corinth after his trip to Macedonia, I would expect that he would lead te 
haahi Koriniti in a reconciliatory process. What is disappointing to see is Paul’s silence on the 
relational links of Whenua with the tangata ahi-kaa (home people). Through our co-constructed 
lens, in a more holistic restoration of te haahi Koriniti we might expect Paul to prioritise 
honouring te ahi-kaa o te whenua (the home people of the land) through which the rest of the 
relationships with the land flow. 
 
8.4 A Meaning for this Place? 
Indigenous peoples’ theoretical voices have been rarely heard, let alone engaged in 
with the same status as those of the West. This is not a surprise to Māori academics, 
given the ongoing marginalisation of Māori knowledge. Māori knowledge has been 
under attack since the arrival of colonial settlers to our lands. Within the colonial 
education system Māori knowledge has been through processes that have denied the 
validity of our own knowledge and worldviews.136 
Having analysed the passage using the mainstream tools of biblical criticism and the lens co-
constructed with Tate’s framework, I am left to consider whether 1 Cor 11:23–34 has any 
meaning in this place, in Aotearoa New Zealand. I would suggest that the meaning of the 
pericope is pertinent for Aotearoa New Zealand. As we recognise and scrutinise the inequitable 
relationships which exist between Maaori and Paakehaa, the meaning of this pericope offers a 
strong rebuke of those in a position of power (justly or unjustly) whose avaricious appetite 
destroys te tapu i teetahi atu and te mana i teetahi atu (§7.4.5, §8.3.3.2). The meaning of this 
passage is more relevant still as I reflect on the ongoing critique of the academy and biblical 
criticism as they exist in Aotearoa New Zealand. 
 




As I have continuously affirmed throughout this thesis, Maaori are incontrovertibly the 
indigenous people of Aotearoa New Zealand. Because of this indigeneity, Maaori ways of life, 
knowledge, and research have a unique right of place, which should be affirmed by those who 
have settled later in Aotearoa New Zealand. Tangata Whenua continue to exercise their tino 
rangatiratanga (sovereignty) over the land and way of life. 
Above, we read a critique by Professor Leonie Pihama (Te Aatiawa, Ngaati Maahanga, 
Ngaa Maahanga a Tairi) of the academy as it currently exists in Aotearoa New Zealand. This 
statement asserts that inequity is not only present in biblical criticism137 but is also endemic 
throughout the academy in Aotearoa New Zealand. As Pihama accurately describes, the 
academy has, historically and presently, sought to ignore and oppress the knowledge and 
research of indigenous Maaori academics. By and large, while the academy has an obsession 
for research about Maaori (in a similar way to Orientalism),138 it has not been interested in 
research by Tangata Whenua using indigenous research paradigms (i.e., Kaupapa Māori 
theory). Nor has the academy been interested in taking indigenous knowledge seriously. 
Instead, we have preferred to ignore, caricaturise, and oppress Maaori knowledge by labelling 
it primitive or unsuitable to proper academic discussion. 
This systemic racism and inequity in the academy proliferate today and constantly 
subject Maaori scholars to the endless task of justifying their existence in the academy. In June 
2021, we witnessed the Chief Executive of Universities New Zealand, Chris Whelan, describe 
the Performance-Based Research Fund’s targeted incentivisation139 for Maaori and Pasifika 
research as a ‘dilution’ of the fund.140 In July 2021, seven professors from Auckland University 
published an open letter, “In defence of science,”141 denigrating maatauranga Maaori (Maaori 
knowledge). 
These examples belittling the right of place and value of maatauranga Maaori (te takahi 
i te tapu, i te mana i te maatauranga Maaori)142 demonstrate the critique from Pihama. Whereas 
indigenous and majority world ontologies, epistemologies, and methodologies need to fight to 
 
137 I have argued for the presence of inequity in biblical criticism §1.1, §1.3, §5.2.3 
138 Said, Orientalism. 
139  The Performance-Based Research Fund is a government research funding scheme. The fund rewards 
universities for research outcomes. The universities are evaluated on their production a high quality research, the 
completion of research degrees (like PhDs), and external research income. Funding is then given to the universities 
and other Tertiary Education Organisations based on their research performance. 
140 Chris Whelan, “Research Funding Changes Could be Done Better - Universities NZ,” interview by Gerritsen, 
Morning Report, Radio New Zealand, 
https://www.rnz.co.nz/national/programmes/morningreport/audio/2018802514/research-funding-changes-could-
be-done-better-universities-nz. 
141 Kendall Clements, et al., “In Defence of Science,” New Zealand Listener, vol. 276, no. 4206 (2021). 




justify their existence continually, this privileged and racist ideology, highlighted by the 
comments of Universities New Zealand and the seven professors, presents colonial and 
imperial ontologies, epistemologies, and methodologies in research to be self-evident. 
Following the lead of Professor Leonie Pihama, Dr Jenny Te Paa-Daniel (Te Rarawa), 
Rev Dr Beverley Moana Hall-Smith (Te Rarawa, Ngaa Puhi), and Rev Dr Wayne Te Kaawa 
(Ngaati Tuuwharetoa, Ngaai Tuuhoe), we must commit to ‘give nothing to racism.’ 143 
Therefore, we in the academy need to reject the pressure to conform to perpetuating the 
systemic racism and inequity in the academy and, instead, partner with Maaori communities 
and support the work of Maaori scholars and scholarship to decolonise the academy, decolonise 
theology, and decolonise biblical criticism. 
As I turn my focus to the discipline of Biblical criticism in Aotearoa New Zealand, I 
am struck by the description of historian Rev Dr Hirini Kaa (Ngaati Porou), in his book “Te 
Hāhi Mihinare: The Māori Anglican Church,”144 of the intentional rejection of maatauranga 
Maaori in theological training by Bishop George Selwyn,145 the person with authority over the 
ordination of new priests.146 Kaa writes that Selwyn and others were also demanding a shift 
away from Māori cultural values as a prerequisite for Māori ordination.147 Kaa follows his 
analysis with the critical scrutiny of Te Paa-Daniel: 
[U]nderlying [Selwyn’s] rules, was a sense that while the ordained ministry for Māori 
men was possible, it could and should only be considered after a lengthy period where 
old (Māori) habits had been completely broken and where evidence of newly formed 
(Pākehā) habits had been amply demonstrated.148 
It is encouraging to see that the academy is more diverse than it has ever been. A positive 
 
143 Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 231 emphasis added. 
144 Kaa, Te Hāhi Mihinare. 
145 Bishop George Selwyn was the sole Bishop of New Zealand from 1842–1856. From 1858–1868, the Diocese 
of New Zealand has divided into seven dioceses. In 1858, Bishop Selwyn was then made the Metropolitan Bishop 
(senior Bishop over several dioceses). Selwyn remained as the Metropolitan Bishop of New Zealand until 1869. 
146 Kaa, Te Hāhi Mihinare, 21, 31–3. 
147 Kaa, Te Hāhi Mihinare, 32; Raeburn Lange, “Indigenous Agents of Religious Change in New Zealand, 1830–
1860,” Journal of Religious History, vol. 24, no. 3 (2000): 292–93. 
148 Jenny Te Paa, “Kua whakatungia ano ā Te Rau Kahikatea: An Historical Critical Overview of Events Which 
Preceded the Re-establishment of Te Rau Kahikatea Theological College of Te Pihopatanga o Aotearoa” 
(Master’s Thesis, University of Auckland, 1995), 44 in Kaa, Te Hāhi Mihinare, 32–33; Lange, “Indigenous 
Agents of Religious Change,” 292–93. Selwyn’s ideology towards theological training is reminiscent of the racist 
ideology of Richard H. Pratt who stated, ‘A great general has said that the only good Indian is a dead one, and 
that high sanction of his destruction has been an enormous factor in promoting Indian massacres. In a sense, I 
agree with the sentiment, but only in this: that all the Indian there is in the race should be dead. Kill the Indian in 
him, and save the man’ (Richard H. Pratt, “The Advantages of Mingling Indians with Whites,” in Americanizing 
the Indians: ‘Writings by the Friends of the Indian,’ 1880–1900, ed. Prucha (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 




change that we saw in the Theology programme at the University of Otago in 2020 was the 
appointment of Rev Dr Wayne Te Kaawa as Lecturer in Maaori Theology. 
Nevertheless, following the lead of Dr Tara McAllister (Te Aitanga a Mahaki, Ngaati 
Porou), Professor Joanna Kidman (Ngaati Maniapoto, Ngaati Raukawa), Olivia Rowley (Ngaai 
Tahu), and Dr Reremoana Theodore (Ngaa Puhi, Te Arawa), who analysed employment 
disparity and inequity in the academic workforce (“Why isn’t my Professor Māori?” discussed 
in §1.4.4),149 we must also consider whether Theological studies also perpetrate and contribute 
to employment disparity and inequity. Therefore, an indicative study of employment 
demographics (Maaori v Tauiwi) in the theological undergraduate degree programmes 
follows.150 
This indicative study gathers data from the undergraduate theological degree 
programmes and analyses the demographics of academics at each of the institutes as self-
published by them on their websites. Concerning Private Training Establishments (PTEs), I 
have included principals, theology school managers, and campus directors. I have not included 
senior research fellows (Laidlaw College)151 because often they are retired academics with 
continuing links with specific institutions. Nor does this data include academics who are 
explicitly labelled as an adjunct (Carey Baptist College) 152  or teaching fellow (Trinity 
Methodist Theological College).153 
Hence, as of 4 August 2021, there are six theological undergraduate degree providers 
in Aotearoa New Zealand. The University of Otago provides one programme. PTEs provide 
the other five: Laidlaw College, 154  Carey Baptist College, 155  Alphacrucis International 
College,156 Te Kupenga - Catholic Leadership Institute,157 and Trinity Methodist Theological 
 
149 McAllister, et al., “Why Isn't My Professor Māori?.” 
150 I am not aware of any other research in Aotearoa New Zealand that examines the demographics of the 
theological undergraduate degree programmes to determine the employment equity concerning Maaori and 
Tauiwi academics. 
151  Laidlaw College, “Our Staff,” Laidlaw College Incoporated, 2021, accessed 4 August 2021, 
https://www.laidlaw.ac.nz/staff/. 
152  Carey Baptist College, “Adjunct Lecturers,” Carey Baptist College, 2021, accessed 4 August 2021, 
https://www.carey.ac.nz/why-carey/carey-staff/adjunct-lecturers/. 
153  Trinity Methodist Theology College, “Teaching Fellows,” Trinity Methodist Theology College,, 2021, 
accessed 4 August 2021, https://trinitycollege.ac.nz/why-trinity/who-we-are/#Teaching-Fellows. 
154 Laidlaw College, “Our Staff.” 
155  Carey Baptist College, “Academic Staff,” Carey Baptist College, 2021, accessed 4 August 2021, 
https://www.carey.ac.nz/why-carey/carey-staff/academic-staff/. 
156 Alphacrucis International College, “Faculty,” Alphacrucis International College, 2021, accessed 4 August 
2021. 
157 Te Kupenga - Catholic Leadership Institute, “Our People,” Te Kupenga - Catholic Leadership Institute, 2021, 
accessed 4 August 2021, https://www.tekupenga.ac.nz/home/our-people/. Te Kupenga is an amalgamation of the 
Catholic religious education at all levels. It includes the Catholic Theological College (Tertiary) and the National 




College.158 At the University of Otago, there are eleven full-time academic staff, of which one 
is Maaori (9.1%).159 
Table 4: Maaori and Tauiwi academic staff in University Theology degree programmes in Aotearoa 
New Zealand 
Institution Total academics Maaori % Maaori Tauiwi % Tauiwi 
University of Otago 11 1 9.1% 9 90.9% 
Graph 1: Maaori v Tauiwi academic staff in University Theology degree programmes in Aotearoa 
New Zealand 
 
Outside the university system, there are about seventy academic staff, of which five are Maaori 
(across the five institutes: 6.3%). There is precisely one Maaori theology academic per institute, 
irrespective of staffing numbers.160 
Table 5: Maaori and Tauiwi full-time academic staff in Private Training Establishment Theology 
degree programmes in Aotearoa New Zealand 
Institution Total academics Maaori % Maaori Tauiwi % Tauiwi 
PTEs of Aotearoa 
New Zealand 76 5 6.6% 71 93.4% 
 
likely contains theological academics educating at Tertiary level and at other levels of education. Nevertheless, 
the approximate variance in the data is up to about 4%. 
158 Trinity Methodist Theology College, “Who We Are.” 
159  University of Otago, “Theology People,” University of Otago, 2021, accessed 4 August 2021, 
https://www.otago.ac.nz/theology/staff/. 






















Graph 2: Maaori v Tauiwi academic staff in Private Training Establishment Theology degree 
programmes in Aotearoa New Zealand 
 
There are approximately eighty-seven academic staff in the theological undergraduate degree 
programmes throughout Aotearoa New Zealand of which six are Maaori (~6.9%). 
Table 6: Maaori and Tauiwi academic staff in all Theology degree programmes in Aotearoa New 
Zealand 
Institution Total Full-time academics Maaori % Maaori Tauiwi % Tauiwi 
Total 87 6 6.9% 84 93.1% 
Graph 3: Maaori v Tauiwi academic staff in all Theology degree programmes in Aotearoa New 
Zealand 
 
Consistently, each programme employs exactly one Maaori academic. One of the 
academics holds a senior leadership position (National Director). 161  Despite the positive 
 













































movement taken by the Theology programme in the University of Otago in employing the first 
Maaori theologian in a University in Aotearoa New Zealand, this indicative study demonstrates 
that a high level of employment disparity remains in the theological undergraduate degree 
programmes throughout Aotearoa New Zealand. This employment disparity is not 
demonstrative of partnership-based education. 
In this context, the meaning of 1 Cor 11:23–34 is a sharp critique of Paakehaa greed. 
Our greed in the academy, and throughout Aotearoa New Zealand in general, has continuously 
violated our Tiriti Partner. Our consumption of resources, funding, education, and senior 
leadership positions in excess of what is equitable and fair according to a partnership paradigm 
has directly led to the White Privileging of the academy and biblical criticism in Aotearoa New 
Zealand (equivalent to eating and drinking of the cup unworthily, v. 27). 
This White Privileging has meant that Tangata Whenua must continually fight for their 
existence in the academy as indigenous and equal. One need only fight for one’s existence if 
another is depriving them of their existence. While Tangata Whenua bear the burden of being 
oppressed by the academy, 1 Cor 11:23–34 and our co-constructed lens with Tate remind us 
that we (Paakehaa), who continually oppress our Tiriti partner, are dehumanising ourselves as 
we violate others. In doing so, we (Paakehaa) will not know peace of mind nor a genuine 
grounding in this place because we are continually attempting to de-indigenise Tangata 
Whenua instead of honouring our relationship with them and being grounded to the land in this 
place through our relationship with Tangata Whenua.162 
Therefore, 1 Cor 11:23–34 urges Paakehaa, te Apo, to use the systemic power we have 
(which has been taken from Maaori) to support the protest and work of Maaori scholars in 
decolonising the academy, fighting for equitable student enrolments and academic employment 
at all levels of the education system. Because our greed is racially motivated, Paul in 1 Cor 
11:23–34 admonishes us by saying that unless we return to the tradition in Te Tiriti, become 
partner-centred, use our power to support our partner (made vulnerable through our (Paakehaa) 
oppressive systems), and relinquish our power to reach partnership-based equity in biblical 
criticism and the academy, then we will continue to choose to humiliate and oppress our 
partners and dehumanise ourselves. If we want to ‘give nothing to racism,’163 we must examine 
 
2020 and July 2021. 
162 This is reminiscent of Te Paa-Daniels challenge to Paakehaa and the theological institutions in 2001, ‘Being 
bicultural for most Maori requires firstly for there to be an honouring of the Treaty of Waitangi, which in turn 
requires recognition by Pakeha of Maori as tangata whenua, with the right to “equality of partnership” 
representation in all of the major institutions’ (Plane-Te Paa, “Contestations,” 41). 




ourselves, discern the body, and give the academic space and the land back. 
 
8.5 Chapter Summary 
From the partner co-constructed horizon, the analysis of 1 Cor 11:23–34 demonstrates a 
perspective that is distinct yet related to the initial analysis of the text in Chapter 7. This 
approach to the text has demonstrated a hint of the possible meaning in the biblical text if we 
interpret the text out of who we are in our Tiriti partnership. In addition, however, there is 
potential to develop meaning by focusing on the concepts of utu (reciprocity), karakia 
(incantation, prayer), kai tangata (cannibalism), or by conducting a textual analysis of Te 
Paipera Tapu. 
As I said in the introduction to this chapter (§8.1), this critique does not allow Paakehaa 
to read the text from a Maaori perspective. Such readings are Maaori-only spaces. A Maaori 
reading of the text is beyond our non-Maaori whakapapa and non-Maaori lived experience. 
Instead, this critique is aimed at helping us to honour our Tiriti Partnership in scholarship and 
to include and centre Maaori in the academy in biblical criticism. This honouring of our Tiriti 
Partnership directly condemns our historical and contemporary position that excludes Maaori 
or only includes Maaori as an afterthought, both of which function for our own personal benefit.  
Having practised this partner-centred hermeneutic, I think while it is valuable for us to 
understand the biblical text from different cultural perspectives, the actual value in this analysis 
and critique is the growth in understanding the partner. The actual value is developing and 
nourishing the relationship and partnership between us and celebrating our partner for who 
they are and how they live and perceive this world in which we live. Nevertheless, this analysis 
has provided a strong political message regarding the greed of Paakehaa in the academy and 
the need to support Maaori in the decolonisation of the academy and the equitable employment 




Chapter 9: Conclusions and Implications 
 
9.1 Introduction 
It is well known that the doctoral journey is a long, challenging, and often lonely process. My 
experience of writing this thesis would also add tear-inducing to that list. I was not expecting 
this particular research journey in all its contours when I proposed and embarked on this 
doctoral research. The best explanation of the journey itself might very well be the Tutu te 
Puehu model from Glen Tupuhi (Ngaati Paaoa) and Rev Simon Moetara (Te Roroa, Ngaa Puhi). 
My experience of Tutu te Puehu (‘great disturbance, commotion’)1 might be those 
experiences at professional development on the marae learning about the history of Te Tiriti o 
Waitangi for the first time. Or being at Tuurangawaewae for Koroneihana and experiencing 
the mana and manaakitanga of te Kiingitanga in Ngaaruawaahia. As I began this stage of my 
study, it became clear that considering the biblical text’s meaning in this place was an essential 
concern. This work would only be meaningful if it were first meaningful in this place. So, I 
accepted the hand-up that was offered to me in the Tutu te Puehu experience. 
What followed from this hand-up were many times of anger, frustration, and self-
resentment. There was a Rere Toto (‘stirring of the blood’)2 of sorts, as I discovered the 
injustice, the senseless violence of our colonial past. From this Rere Toto flowed many 
different tears that interweaved and coalesced. Roimata pukuriri (‘tears of the anger and 
suppressed emotions’)3 poured forth as my racist and colonial past was revealed. Roimata kai 
ngaakau (‘tears that have filled his heart and overwhelmed him’)4 emerged as the suppressed 
stories of racism from my childhood and youth came flooding back. Roimata hupe (mucus 
tears)5 occurred throughout the many nights when this task seemed too overwhelming and too 
big, and when it felt like the enormity of our systemic settler colonisation and racism could 
never change. There were Tuku Roimata (‘flowing tears’)6 as I studied with my friend, Rev Br 
Zhane Whelan (Ngaati Kahungunu, Ngaati Tuuwharetoa), as our many conversations softened 
 
1 Moetara, “Reflections and Insights,” 276. 
2 Moetara, “Reflections and Insights,” 278. 
3 Moetara, “Reflections and Insights,” 279. 
4 Moetara, “Reflections and Insights,” 284. 
5 Moetara, “Reflections and Insights,” 287. 




my heart to the love and joy of the life-giving and liberating Christ. Roimata maringi 
(‘“continuous” tears’)7 we present in continually being confronted by the beauty, love, and 
grace of tangata whenua, and by seeing time and time again the same attitude practised by 
Ngaati Apikura despite te paahuatanga (the atrocity) at Rangiaowhia,  
… utua te kino ki te pai, pay back bad with good. That Christian message of, “if 
someone strikes you seven times turn your cheek seven times.”8 
In a sense, this thesis is an experience of processing that trauma and beginning to mourn 
the atrocities, violence, violations, and loss of what could have been in the hope that someday, 
when we (Paakehaa) honour Te Tiriti in Aotearoa Zealand, in the academy and biblical 
criticism in this place, and find reconciliation, we might be able to say kia tau te rangimaarie 
(‘Let peace be upon us’).9 
When I first read 1 Cor 11:23–34, I saw a deep connection between the possibility of 
unity achieved at the Lord’s Supper and unity in the common life shared outside the Lord’s 
Supper. In some senses, I can still see this in the text. However, this text analysis using a 
partner-centred hermeneutic has revealed the deep complexities of reaching a real, lasting 
peace. There is a significant risk of using physical signs of unity to gloss over the inequities of 
a relationship and the atrocities of the past. This research has demonstrated to me that physical 
signs without meaningful, lasting systemic change that recognises our partner’s equity at the 
table of the Lord will not last. It will merely mask the existing inequities. I hope this partner-
centred hermeneutic might go some of the way toward leading Paakehaa to make systemic 
changes, not only in biblical criticism but in the academy and Aotearoa New Zealand.  
 
9.2 Thesis Summary 
In the introduction, I identified some of the critiques in biblical criticism concerning inclusion 
and engagement with traditionally excluded people (§1.2, §1.3). I argued that this problem is 
an issue in the international sphere of biblical criticism and that the discipline in Aotearoa New 
Zealand also shared in this problem (§1.3). In identifying the significance of this issue, I 
proposed that Paakehaa meet our obligations and responsibilities to Maaori, our partners (§1.3). 
 
7 Moetara, “Reflections and Insights,” 288. 
8 Tom Roa, “NZ Wars: Stories of Tainui | Extended Interview - Tom Roa | RNZ,” interview by Forbes, NZ Wars, 
Radio New Zealand. 10:25–10:42 




In the second chapter, I disclosed my social location and relationships both ancestrally 
and presently. I revealed my experiences of racism and my experiences of perpetuating racism 
and oppression (§2.2.1). I also remembered the failings of my ancestors, particularly John 
Good (§2.1). They actively and violently dispossessed Maaori communities of their land and 
benefitted from the dispossession and oppression of tangata whenua (people of the land, §2.1). 
These disclosures established me as a real reader who is both culpable for the failings of 
Paakehaa and committed to seeking reconciliation and partnership with Maaori and indigenous 
communities. 
More specifically, this showed my living relationship with Te Piihopatanga o Aotearoa 
and Te Hui Amorangi o te Manawa o te Wheke (§2.2.5). It also connected me to the story of 
te Kiingitanga (§2.2.4). These partnerships and connections pre-exist this academic work and 
exist outside of this role as a researcher but have been hugely influential in the perspective I 
now possess as I do this academic work. Furthermore, these partnerships and connections will 
continue to live on and grow after I complete this work. 
I then focussed on what it might mean to be Paakehaa in Aotearoa New Zealand (§2.3). 
I constructed an understanding of our relational identity as Paakehaa by revisiting two 
monumental historical documents, He Whakaputanga o te Rangatiratanga o Nu Tireni (§2.3.2) 
and Te Tiriti o Waitangi (§2.3.3), and contemporary Maaori discourse on the implications of 
the partnership for today (§2.3.4). This section confirmed that the British Crown recognised 
Maaori sovereignty and that Maaori never ceded their sovereignty in signing Te Tiriti o 
Waitangi (§2.3.3). Instead, Te Tiriti o Waitangi set the responsibilities and obligations for a 
partnership between two peoples in one land under Maaori Sovereignty. Te Tiriti o Waitangi 
enabled the British Government to govern their people within the realms of many Maaori 
Sovereignties. I then explored the implications of this in tikanga Maaori (Maaori custom; 
§2.3.4). There is already a precedent for customs that regulate the interactions between tangata 
whenua and tauiwi (other tribes). 
The focus of this thesis then shifted, in the third chapter, to identify the features of 
contemporary Maaori biblical interpretations. I argued that there are four prominent features 
and concerns in contemporary Maaori interpretations of the biblical text (§3.7). First, the 
interpretation of the text is guided by Kaupapa Maaori Theory, which recognises the legitimacy 
and validity of maatauranga Maaori (Maaori knowledge), celebrates indigenous culture and 
language, and asserts the tino rangatiratanga (sovereignty, autonomy) and mana motuhake 
(self-determination) of Maaori in the academic space. 




together, as interpreters, with the biblical text. This feature also meant that the scholars 
emphasised their understanding of the characters’ relational identities in the text for their 
interpretations (§3.3, §3.6, §3.7). Third, another integral feature of the tradition is justice. This 
concern arose from the scholars’ shared experiences of colonisation and oppression as the 
indigenous people of Aotearoa New Zealand. This shared experience of colonisation and 
oppression meant that oppression and racism were fronted in the interpretations (§3.3, §3.6). 
The very act of offering a Maaori interpretation of the biblical text is an act of justice, an act 
of asserting their right of place in the discourse (§3.2, §3.3, §3.4, §3.5, §3.6, §3.7). The final 
feature that I identified was whenua (land). In their concern for whenua, the scholars could 
discern the peoples’ identities and relationships from the text. These four features set the 
contemporary agenda for biblical criticism in Aotearoa New Zealand. 
In this analysis of the contemporary Maaori biblical interpretations, I also identified the 
potential these interpretive approaches had to deepen our explanation of the text, the social 
situations, the identity of the peoples, and the relationships in the text. These deepened 
explanations provide a greater potential for meaning. The inclusion of these interpretations 
increases the diversity of perspectives concerning the text, resulting in greater diversification 
of the horizons around the text. This diversification means that the text is being analysed from 
many different yet related perspectives (§4.3.2.2). 
Therefore, engaging with these new perspectives results in further questioning of the 
reader and the text, which, in turn, uncovers a different set of prejudices with which both reader 
and text must grapple (§4.2).10 By answering these questions and subsequent questions in 
dialogue, the interpreter expands their interpretive horizon and understands the text’s contours 
in previously hidden or overlooked ways (§4.2, §5.4). In retrospect, the partnership 
hermeneutic developed in Chapter 5 highlights the integral nature of the work of Rev Dr Henare 
Tate, Rev Dr Wayne Te Kaawa, Rev Simon Moetara, the Most Rev Donald Tamihere, and Rev 
Dr Beverley Moana Hall-Smith for all biblical scholarship in Aotearoa New Zealand. Their 
inclusion and centring in our discipline are necessary for current and future training and 
scholarship. 
In Chapter 4, I turned attention to the hermeneutical discourse. I saw the centrality of a 
dialogical understanding of interpretation for contemporary hermeneutics (§4.2). I also noticed 
that much of the hermeneutical discussion revolves around the foundational connecting 
 
10 In discussing Gadamer’s hermeneutics, Porter and Robinson write, ‘Both text and interpreter are changed in the 
act of interpretation — evolving with and adapting to one another in the playful experience of dialogue’ (Porter 




authority that allows the horizons to legitimately engage with one another and create the 
potential for the fusion of horizons (§4.2, §4.3.2.2, §4.3.2.3, §4.3.3.2). For Gadamer, all people 
are connected through the shared experience of the human consciousness (§4.2). Therefore, the 
authority for hermeneutics resides in Tradition, which is the body of knowledge produced by 
human experience that has been filtered and handed down to successive generations (§4.2). 
The bringing together of both historically effected consciousnesses or both horizons in dialogue 
reveals unjustified and justified prejudices. Consequently, they can become the basis for the 
formation of new knowledge and a shared understanding. 
In Vaai’s theory, it is relationality that, quite literally, connects all beings of the universe 
in a tapestry. It is relationality between itulagi (lifeworlds) that is the authority for hermeneutics 
(§4.3.2.2). Through this foundation of relationality, interpreters bring other aspects of 
interpretive analysis (for example, culture, natural knowledge, tradition, the world of the text, 
and socio-cultural criticism) into the conversation. Relationality is the foundation that allows 
for this to happen. 
Similarly, in the Maaori discourse, whakapapa connects all the beings of the universe, 
seen and unseen (§4.3.3.2). Likewise, whakapapa is the centralising authority in hermeneutics 
(§4.3.3.2). Through whakapapa, the Tradition of culture becomes a prominent horizon for 
interpreting the text and ourselves. In a whakapapa hermeneutic, the Maaori discourse leads us 
to consider our place in the relational weave. What was also apparent in the Maaori discourse 
was the ongoing issue of biblical criticism being a Paakehaa dominated space due to internal, 
unjustified prejudice. Therefore, from this chapter, we can identify the significance of 
relationality/whakapapa, the horizon of culture, prejudice, dialogue, and the fusion of horizons.  
Chapter 5 is the central chapter of the thesis. It mediates between the first half of the 
thesis, focused on interpretive theory, and the second half focused on interpretive practice. I 
began this chapter by critiquing Gadamer’s hermeneutical theory, which assumes relational 
equity between horizons in dialogue. However, the relational inequity caused by systemic 
conditioning obstructs the potential for dialogue. 
To combat this indoctrination of systemic racism and settler colonisation, I argued that 
Paakehaa must return to our original agreement with Maaori and honour Te Tiriti. I argued that 
this recommitment to Te Tiriti Partnership might be characterised by the five features of living 
relationship; relinquishing sovereignty, power, and resources; validation; responsibility; and 
support. I proposed that these features of a recommitment to Te Tiriti Partnership might begin 
to restore the relational equity between Maaori and Paakehaa. In restoring this relational equity, 




I then considered the recommitment to Te Tiriti Partnership for biblical interpretation. 
I examined what the implications of such a partnership might be upon our interpretive theory. 
Here, I argued that through a recommitment to Te Tiriti Partnership, Paakehaa also relinquish 
control over how they view and interpret the world around them. This relinquishing of control 
creates the opportunity for their perspective of the world to be reconstructed in Partnership 
with another, with Maaori. This reconstruction does not extinguish the distinction between the 
two perspectives. However, it allows each to continue holding and celebrating their intuitive 
cultural perspectives, recognise and celebrate the partner’s perspective, and consider the world 
through a lens co-constructed with the partner through their relationship. 
Additionally, out of the relationship and partnership of Paakehaa with Maaori, there is 
a relational obligation to centre the perspective and co-constructed perspective of our partner 
in our lives and work out of love for one another. Not only does this provide more critical 
analysis, but this continues to support the restoration of the equity of Maaori that has 
historically and presently been oppressed in the academy by Paakehaa. This support for the 
restoration of equity, I believe, is the basis of a Partner-centred hermeneutic. The formation of 
this hermeneutic through the recommitment to Te Tiriti Partnership and its application to 
biblical criticism is an original contribution of this thesis. 
In compiling this partner-centred hermeneutic, I then proposed a method of 
interpretation that could be used to centre interpretive practice on our partner. The first stage 
of this method was to engage with our partner to co-construct a composite lens to re-perceive 
the world and reality around us. The second stage consisted of a mainstream analysis of the 
biblical text using the critical tools appropriate for the specific text. The final stage of the 
method was to re-analyse the text through the composite lens co-constructed in the first stage. 
Integral to this final stage of the method is considering the meaning of the text in Aotearoa 
New Zealand, the meaning of the text in this place. While the meaning of the text has been 
worked out using mainstream biblical criticism, the academy is yet to comprehend the biblical 
text’s meaning in an Aotearoa (Maaori) context or a New Zealand (Paakehaa-in-partnership) 
context. 
In Chapter 6, the systematic Maaori framework posed by Rev Dr Henare Tate was 
examined. I argued that we could understand our reality through a co-constructed lens and 
perspective. Specifically, the chapter discussed Tate’s dynamically interrelated tripartite 
relationship between Atua, Tangata, and Whenua. Then, I went on to discuss how Tate 
understood Tapu and Mana in the forms of te tapu i (inherent being), te tapu o (relational links), 




the chapter discussed Tate’s Takahi (violation) work and its effects on Tapu and Mana in the 
tripartite relationship. Takahi also has the potential, through persistent Takahi, to negatively 
affect the overall wellbeing of the person, sending them into a state of te noho takahi (continual 
state of diminishment).  
The purpose of this chapter was to learn from Rev Dr Henare Tate and the Kaupapa 
Maaori discourse. In learning how they might understand Atua, Tangata, Whenua, Tapu, Mana, 
and Takahi, I can see the world from another perspective. However, this perspective is only 
accessible through partnership with tangata whenua. This co-constructed perspective was later 
applied to interpret the biblical text in Chapter 8. 
Chapter 7 focused on how 1 Corinthians 11:23–34 has traditionally been analysed. I 
primarily engaged in historical, grammatical, and sociological criticism throughout this chapter. 
One of the apparent findings during this analysis was the influence of the contemporary Maaori 
biblical interpretations. Although I had proposed that this analysis would only be focused on 
the mainstream analysis, the concerns around whanaungatanga and justice strongly influenced 
the direction of the reading. This influence meant that the themes highlighted by this analysis 
were noticeably focused on relationality and justice for those in the text. 
In addition, these themes were returned to tradition, communalism, use of power, and 
equity. This analysis demonstrated the wider reality that my separation of these interpretation 
stages (for a proof of concept) is a false division of the interpretive process. Realistically, I 
suggest these stages are completely intertwined with one another. Nevertheless, the influence 
of the contemporary Maaori biblical interpretation also gave clear direction to the analysis and 
interpretation of the biblical text. This specific direction allowed the analysis to be valuable 
and meaningful for the second analysis in the following chapter. 
Throughout Chapter 8, 1 Corinthians 11:23–34 was re-analysed through the lens co-
constructed in partnership with Rev Dr Henare Tate and the Kaupapa Maaori discourse. This 
analysis consisted of four parts—first, the analysis of the relational identities of those involved 
or implicated in the passage; second, an examination of the many different violations 
throughout the passage and the effect of these violations on those who suffered from them; 
third, a critique of Paul’s instructions to te haahi Koriniti. I discussed what we might expect 
his instructions to do in te haahi Koriniti and whether it was restorative and enhancing for the 
Tapu and Mana of Ihu, te haahi Koriniti, Paora, and Whenua. 
Finally, in light of the analysis, the chapter considered the meaning of 1 Corinthians 
11:23–34 in this place of Aotearoa New Zealand. I concluded that the meaning of the text is 




than ourselves, to use our power afforded by systemic inequity to support and centre our 
partners, and to support our partners in the restoration or recognition of their equity in Aotearoa 
New Zealand and, more specifically, in the theological academy. 
 
9.3 Potential for Future Research 
While this research gives rise to several areas for potential research, such as co-authored 
partnership doctoral research11 and partner-centred hermeneutics for other local relationships 
outside Aotearoa New Zealand, I believe there are five pertinent areas of research for us in our 
context. The first is for Paakehaa in the academy to meet our Tiriti responsibility and 
obligations to make partnership-sized room (contra token-sized room) for tangata whenua in 
the academy and in biblical criticism, funding and investment for students, academics and 
leadership, and respecting their tino rangatiratanga in researching the biblical text as Maaori 
for Maaori. Intertwined with this is the need to elevate the interpretation of the biblical text in 
the indigenous language (Maaori; Te Paipera Tapu) and biblical research in te reo Maaori (as 
already indicated by Hall-Smith and Te Kaawa).12  
The second area considers the meaning of the biblical text in this land (Hall-Smith).13 
This thesis has given a small offering in the analysis and interpretation of 1 Cor 11:23–34. This 
offering gives rise to the interpretation of other texts, such as considering the relationality of 
the Corinthian community through the Lord’s Supper according to 1 Cor 10:14–11:1, or the 
ongoing relationship between te haahi Koriniti and Paul as we might observe in 2 Corinthians.14 
Even then, my analysis is merely beginning to understand the potential of meaning in the text. 
When we bring together different cultural understandings to analyse the text and uphold and 
celebrate the perspectives, we might co-construct with our partners. 
Third, for nearly two centuries Maaori have called on the Crown and Paakehaa to 
honour te Tiriti o Waitangi. There is no better time for us to respect te Tiriti than now. This 
research demonstrates our (Paakehaa) obligation to commit to our relationships with our Tiriti 
partner and enter partnership with indigenous communities in our localities. These 
relationships are the localised form of the Tiriti partnership. Through honouring these local 
 
11  Te Wānanga o Aotearoa, “Three Raranga PhDs Awarded in ‘World-First’ Joint Project,” Te Wānanga o 
Aotearoa, 2021, accessed 28 September 2021, https://www.twoa.ac.nz/hononga-stay-connected/student-success-
stories/three-raranga-phds-awarded-in-world-first-joint-project. 
12 Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa,” 214; Te Kaawa, “Re-visioning Christology,” 244–46. 
13 Hall-Smith, “Whakapapa,” 214. 




relationships, we might begin to bring repentance, peace, and reconciliation for our 
perpetration of and complicity in settler colonisation and systemic racism in Aotearoa New 
Zealand. However, alongside this, we must have the theory to critique and explain what we are 
doing as we recommit to Te Tiriti o Waitangi. 
The fourth area of further research originating from the research in this thesis is bringing 
my identity as a Chinese person into dialogue with the Tiriti partnership with Maaori and who 
I am as a Paakehaa. I think this dialogue has significant potential to bring a unique perspective 
to biblical criticism, especially at the intersection between Chinese culture, Maaori culture, and 
the biblical text. Furthermore, considering that much of the dialogical research in this thesis 
has focused on metaphysical issues, I think bringing a Chinese metaphysical understanding 
into the dialogue would further transform our perspective of the biblical text. 
Finally, there is potential for the present analysis of the text to apply the concepts of utu 
(reciprocity), karakia (incantation, prayer), and kaitangata (cannibalism) to the text. For 
example, through a co-constructed understanding of these concepts we might examine the 
implications of the relational reciprocity obliging the Corinthians to act in a particular way 
towards one another, the Lord’s Supper ritual as a form of karakia, or the eating of the Lord’s 
body and blood as a form of kaitangata. Moreover, there is the potential to conduct a textual 
analysis of 1 Cor 11:23–34 using the text from Te Paipera Tapu and delving into the meanings 
of words using etymologies, waaananga (traditional cultural, religious, historical, 
genealogical and philosophical knowledge), puuraakau (origin stories), and grammatical 
analysis. 
 
9.4 Outcomes of this Thesis 
Since beginning this doctoral journey at the University of Otago, there have been many changes 
in the Te Maatai Whakapono Karaitiana (The Theology Programme). Among these changes, 
we have seen Te Maatai Whakapono Karaitiana support and value Maaori Theology by 
delivering papers specifically focusing on theology in this place. While these developments are 
by no means direct outcomes of this thesis nor the result of my work in the academic system, 
this thesis proudly supports these positive changes in the programme. 
Hence, the research in this thesis, namely Chapter 3, has been used to develop a teaching 
context for a new pastoral and ministry paper developed by my supervisor, Rev Dr Wayne Te 




January 2022). The chapter will also be used as a resource for a new biblical studies paper 
developed by Te Kaawa. The paper “Te Paipera Tapu (Introduction to the Māori Language 
Bible),” is planned to commence in 2023. Another similar outcome is the inclusion of Chapters 
5 and 6 from this thesis as resource material for the upcoming Christian Thought and History 
paper, “The Theology of Atua” (also developed by Rev Dr Wayne Te Kaawa), which is planned 
to commence in 2022. 
Through this research, I have been privileged to support Maaori theological research at 
the University of Otago. In 2019, I was privileged to be invited to present alongside ten Maaori 
scholars and another Paakehaa colleague at the University of Otago two-day symposium, “Te 
Tumu Whakapono: Foundations of Māori Theology.” The paper I presented at the symposium, 
“Reading 1 Cor 11:27–34 in Dialogical Partnership with te Ao Maaori”15 (a summary of this 
research), will be published in 2022 in support of the other papers from “Te Tumu Whakapono.” 
Furthermore, this research has supported the ongoing growth in the relationship 
between the Hui Amorangi ki te Manawa o te Wheke and the Diocese of Waikato and Taranaki 
in Te Haahi Mihinare ki Aotearoa ki Niu Tireni, ki Nga Moutere o Te Moana Nui a Kiwa (The 
Anglican Church in Aotearoa, New Zealand and Polynesia). My research in this thesis has 
joyously placed me on the border between the Hui Amorangi and the Diocese and has prompted 
further discussions considering the nature of the relationship between the two episcopal units. 
As a direct outcome of this research, preparations are underway to establish roles in the Hui 
Amorangi and the Diocese that can work for and between the two episcopal units. These roles 
will support the ministries of both Tikanga Maaori and Tikanga Paakehaa in the Anglican 
Church and further realise the partnership envisioned in Te Pouhere (The Constitution), enacted 
in 1990. 
 
9.5 Final Summary 
In the end, the true test of whether this research is helpful or valuable is not my decision to 
make. As I have argued throughout this thesis, continuous indigenous tino rangatiratanga 
means Maaori decide whether this attempt at a partner-centred hermeneutical approach is 
productive in supporting their ongoing struggle to decolonise biblical criticism, decolonise the 
academy, and decolonise Aotearoa New Zealand. Nevertheless, I hope this thesis offers a 
 




productive progression concerning Paakehaa engagement with Maaori around the 
interpretation of the biblical text in Aotearoa New Zealand. I also hope these continuing, 
committed dialogues help us act justly and relinquish what was never ours (Paakehaa). As we 
look towards the past and the future of biblical criticism in Aotearoa New Zealand, we 
(Paakheaa) are called to follow the lead of Rev Dr Henare Tate, Rev Dr Wayne Te Kaawa, Rev 
Simon Moetara, and Glen Tupuhi, the Most Rev Donald Tamihere, and Rev Dr Beverley 
Moana Hall-Smith. 
 
9.6 Ngaa Kupu Whakakapi (Closing Words) 
I riro whenua atu, me hoki whenua mai.16 
 
16 Ross, “He iwi rangatira anō tātou nei i mua,” 80; Robert Joseph, “A Jade Door: Reconciliatory Justice as a Way 
Forward,” in Te Tatau Pounamu: The Greenstone Door Traditional Knowledge and Gateways to Balanced 
Relationships 2008, eds. Te Rito and Healy (Auckland: Ngā Pae o Te Māramatanga, 2010), 62; Mahuta, “Tainui: 
A Case Study,” 170; Pei Te Hurinui Jones, “Te Riipoata-a-Tau a te Poari Kaitiaki Maaori o Tainui,” in He 
Whiriwhiringa: Selected Readings in Maori, ed. Biggs (Auckland: Auckland University Press, 1997), 211. Te 
whakapaakehaa: ‘land was taken, so land must be returned’ Jones, “Poari Kaitiaki Maaori o Tainui,” 210. 
These words are a tongi of Kiingi Taawhiao Pootatau Te Wherowhero II. They state that it is land that must be 






Appendix 1: Greek - Maaori Glossary 
ἀναξίως hee (kai hee, inu hee; 1 Cor 11:27) 
ἀρχισυνάγωγος rangatira (o te whare karakia noo te Huurae) 
δοκῐμάζω uiui 
ἑαυτὸν anoo (he whakatauira: ‘ahau anoo,’ ‘koe anoo,’ ‘taatou anoo’) 
ἐκδέχομαι tatari 
ἐκκλησία te whakaminenga, te haahi 
ἔνοχος whai hara 
ἔρις tautohetohe 
ἐσθίω kia kai 
εὐχαριστέω whakawhetai 
κορινθιαζομαι ki te mahi rite te tangata Koriniti 
κυριακὸν δεῖπνον te haakari o te Ariki 
παραδίδωμι tuku atu 
παραλαμβάνω tango, riro mai 
περὶ δὲ Naa, moo ngaa mea 
πίνω inu 
ποιέω mea, mahi 
συνέρχομαι whakamine, huihui 
σχίσματα whakawehewehe, tauwhere 
ὑμῶν Ko koorua, ko koutou raanei 






Appendix 2: Maaori - English Glossary 
A  
Aae Yes 
aha what, anything 
ahau/au I, me (first-person, singular) 
ahi kaa burning fires of occupation 




Aotearoa Indigenous name for the North Island. In contemporary use, it 
often refers to Aotearoa New Zealand as a nation 
ariki leader of an Iwi, Lord 
aroha love 
ata morning 
Atua God, Ancestor, Spiritual Beings 
atua take originating beings 
atua wawao beings who could be influenced by the direction, manipulation, 





eetahi atu others 
H  
Haahi Church 
Haahi Mihinare Anglican Church 
Haakari Tapu Holy Communion, Eucharist (Anglican) 
haere go, come 
hapuu sub-tribe 
hara sin, transgression, violation 
hau wind, breath, essence (of a person) 
Haumia-tiketike Atua of uncultivated food 
hauora wellbeing 
he indefinite article singular and plural 
He Whakaputanga Short name for He Whakaputanga o te Rangatira Tanga o Nu 
Tireni 
He Whakaputanga o te 
Rangatiratanga o Nu 
Tireni 
The Declaration of Independence of the United Tribes of New 
Zealand (1835) 




hohou rogno fixed peace 
hoki also 
hongi a greeting by the pressing of noses 
Hoorano Jordan 







ia he (3rd person, singular) 
Iharaira Israel 
Ihu Jesus 
Ihu Karaiti Jesus Christ 
inaaianei now 
ingoa name 
Io The name of the supreme God according to some iwi 
Io-i-te-waananga ‘Io the Omniscient’ (Jones, He tuhi marei-kura = A treasury of 
sacred writings, 42), ‘The all-wise’ (Marsden, “God, Man and 
Universe,” 16). 
Io-mata-aho ‘Io the Omnipresent’ (Jones, He tuhi marei-kura = A treasury 
of sacred writings, 42), ‘Of the glorious blinding countenance’ 
(Marsden, “God, Man and Universe,” 16). 
Io-nui ‘Io the Supreme’ (Jones, He tuhi marei-kura = A treasury of 
sacred writings, 42), ‘The infinite one’ (Marsden, “God, Man 
and Universe,” 16) 
Io-roa ‘Io the Omnipotent’ (Jones, He tuhi marei-kura = A treasury 
of sacred writings, 42), ‘The eternal one’ (Marsden, “God, 
Man and Universe,” 16) 
iwi tribe 
iwi Maaori Maori tribes (plural) 
K  
kaainga home 





kai tangata cannibalism 
kaitiaki guardian 
kaitiakitanga guardianship 
kanohi kitea kanohi i 
kitea) 
seen face 
kanohi-ki-te-kanohi face to face 
Karaiti Christ 
karakia prayer, incantation 
karanga call 
katoa all, every 
kaumatua elder 
kaupapa principle 
Kaupapa Maaori A Maaori-centred research theory, research by Maaori for 
Maaori 
kawa protocols 
kawe mate ‘the practice of some whānau who carry their deceased to 
places of importance on their way to burial as part of the 





Kawenata Hou New Testament 
Kawenata Tawhito Old Testament 
keha flea 
kete basket, bag 
ki to (preposition) 
kia tau to settle 
kia tau te rangimaarie peace be settled 
Kiingi King 
Kiingitanga Maaori King Movement 
Kirihi Greeks (people) 
Kirikiriroa Renamed Hamilton by Paakehaa 
Ko focused particle 
Ko wai au? Who am I? 
Ko wai eeraa? Who are these? 
koe you 
koorero to talk, conversation 
koororia glory 
koro Old man, grandfather 
Koroneihana coronation  
koroua Old man, grandfather 
Koru spiral pattern 
kui Old woman, grandmother 




maaori normal, regular 
Maaori the indigenous people of Aotearoa New Zealand (proper noun) 
maataamua first-born 
maatauranga knowledge 
maatauranga Maaori Maaori knowledge 
mahi work, do 
mahi hee errant work, mistake 
mai raa anoo from long ago 
mana influence, authority, spiritual power 
mana kawe i te 
rangatiratanga o te Iwi 
Maaori 
‘Mana to carry the chieftainship of the Māori People’ (Tate, 
He Puna Iti, 85) 
mana kawe i te riri Mana to fight for aspirations 
mana kawe i toona 
rangatiratanga 
Mana to carry its chieftainship 
mana kawe kaupapa Mana to complete projects 
mana kupu ‘Mana of the spoken word’ (Tate, He Puna Iti, 87) 
mana motuhake self-determination, autonomy, independence 
mana tuku mana shared 
mana tuku iho ‘Mana handed down’ (Tate, He Puna Iti, 86) 
mana whakahaere Mana to operate 
manaaki Mana in hospitality 






marae meeting place 
marae aatea courtyard 
mareikura noble female, ‘woman visionary’ (National Centre for Peace 
and Conflict Studies, “Te Mareikura”) 
maru shade 
mate death, illness 





Mihinare Maaori Anglican 
moana sea, ocean 
moe sleep, rest 
muri after, in front of 
N  
Naana belonging to them (sing) 
noa common, not tapu, unrestricted 
noho sit, dwell 
Noo belonging to 
Noo wai eeraa Who do those belong to 
noou belonging to you 
NG  
ngaa definite article (plural) 
ngoikore weak, powerless 
O  
o of 
oona theirs (singular subject, plural object) 
ora life 
P  
Pae (paepae) speakers’ bench 
paahuatanga atrocity 
Paakehaa colonial settler New Zealanders of European descent 
paakehakeha beings from the ocean resembling fish and people 
paapaa dad 




Papatuuaanuku (Papa) Earth Mother 
paariha parish 





poouri sad, darkness 
poowhiri welcome, welcome rite 





Punakai ‘uniting of food sources’ (Wehi and Roa, “Reciprocal 
Relationships,” 2) 
puurakau origin story 
R  
raa there (away from speaker and listener) 
raatou them (plural, three or more) 
raatou anoo themselves (plural, three or more) 
raaua them (3rd person, two people) 
raawaho outsider, foreigner 
Raawiri David 
rangatira leader of a hapuu 
rangatiratanga chieftainship 
rangimaarie peace 
Ranginui (Rangi) Sky Father 
raro under 
Raumati summer 
raupatu confiscation (theft of land) 
rawa exceeding 
reira that place or that time (previously mentioned) 
reo language 




roimata hupe mucus tears 
roimata kai ngakau ‘tears that have filled his heart and overwhelmed him’ 
(Moetara, “Reflections and Insights,” 284) 
roimata maringi ‘“continuous” tears’ (Moetara, “Reflections and Insights,” 
288) 
roimata pukuriri ‘tears of the anger and suppressed emotions’ (Moetara, 
“Reflections and Insights,” 279) 
Rongo-maa-taane Atua of peace and agriculture 
Rooma Roman (people) 
T  
Taane-Mahuta Atua of the forest 
Taawhiri-maa-tea Atua of the wind 
taha side 
taiao world, natural world 
takahi trample, violate, transgress 
take issue, reason, origin 
tamariki children 
Tangaroa Atua of the sea and fish 
Tangata/taangata person/people 
tangata Maaori Maori person/people 
tangata whenua people of the land, indigenous people 
tangihanga funeral 
tapu inherent being, relational link, controlled access, sacred 
tata close, near 




taua that (previously mentioned) 
tauira student 
Tauiwi another tribe, gentile, non-Maaori 
tauparapara incantation in oratory 
te definite article, singular or class 
Te Ahorangi The principal 
Te Aka Puaho Maaori Presbyterian Synod 
te ao maarama the seen world, the world of light 
te ao poo the spiritual world, the world of darkness 
te Apo the Greedy (Corinth) 
Te Awakairangi Renamed Lower Hutt by Paakehaa 
te haahi Koriniti the Corinthian Christian community, the Corinthian church 
te hau kaainga home people 
te Hiakai the Hungry (Corinth) 
Te Hui Amorangi ki te 
Manawa o te Wheke 
Maaori Anglican episcopal unit in Te Arawa, Tainui, and 
Mataatua 
te mana i Potential influence, power, authority 
te mana i te Atua Potential influence of Atua 
te mana i te Tangata Potential influence of the person 
te mana i te Whenua Potential influence of the land 
te mana o Exercised influence, power, authority 
te mana o te Atua Exercised influence of Atua 
te mana o te Tangata Exercised influence of the person 
te mana o te Whenua Exercised influence of the land 
Te Mata The face 
Te Moana nui a Kiwa Pacific Ocean 
Te Ngakau The heart 
te noho noa continual state of diminishment 
te noho takahi continual state of diminishment 
Te Paipera Tapu The Holy Bible 
Te Piihopa ki te 
Tairawhiti 
The Bishop to Tairawhiti 
Te Piihopa o Aotearoa The Bishop of Aotearoa 
Te Piihopatanga o 
Aotearoa 
The Bishopric of Aotearoa 
Te Ritenga The resemblance 
te tapu i Inherent being 
te tapu i te Atua Inherent being of Atua 
te tapu i te Tangata Inherent being of the person 
te tapu i te Whenua Inherent being of the land 
te tapu o Relational link 
te tapu o te Atua Relational links of Atua 
te tapu o te Tangata Relational links of the person 
te tapu o te Whenua Relational links of the land 
Te Tiriti Short for Te Tiriti o Waitangi 
Te Tiriti o Waitangi The Treaty of Waitangi 
Te Whanganui-a-Tara Renamed Wellington by Paakehaa 
Te Whare Waananga o 
Tainui 





teetahi a, one 
teina younger brother (of a male), younger sister (of a female) 
tika right, correct 
tikanga custom, practice 
Tikanga Maaori Maaori Anglican strand 
tikanga Maaori traditional Maaori customs or practices 
Tikanga Paakehaa Paakehaa Anglican strand 
tinana body, physical 
tino very 
tino rangatiratanga sovereignty, self-autonomy 
Tiriti Treaty 
titiro to look 
tomokanga entrance, gateway 
tooku my (singular, possessive) 
toona theirs singular subject, single object) 
tuaakana older brothers (of a male), older sisters (of a female); plural of 
tuakana 
tuakana older brother (of a male), older sister (of a female) 
tuhituhi writing 
tuku iho handed down 
tuku roimata ‘flowing tears’ (Moetara, “Reflections and Insights,” 281) 
Tunu full moon 
tupu grow 
tupuna ancestor 
Turehu fairy people 
tutu te puehu ‘great disturbance, commotion’ (Moetara, “Reflections and 
Insights,” 276) 
tutukitanga fulfilment, completion 
Tuu-matauenga Atua of war and humans 
tuukino violation, violence, rape 
tuupuna ancestors (plural) 
tuuranga role 






waananga discussion, discourse 
waewae tapu sacred feet 
waharoa entrance, gateway 
wai who, water 
wai tata nearby waters 
wairua spirit 
wairuatanga spirituality 
waka canoe, boat 
WH  
whaanau extended family, birth, born 





whaangai feed, adopt (traditional adoption) 
whaea mother 
whaka- causative prefix 
whakamaaori translate into Maaori 
whakanoa make common 
whakapaakehaa translate into English 
whakapapa genealogy 
whakataukii proverbial saying 
whanaunga relation 
whanaungatanga relationality, relationship 
whare house 
whare kai dining room, eating house 
Whare Waananga place of higher learning 
wharenui meeting room 
whenua land, placenta 






Appendix 3: Focused Maaori Glossary 
 
Maaori Term English Translation 
Te tapu i Inherent being 
Te tapu i te Atua Inherent being of Atua 
Te tapu i te tangata Inherent being of the person 
Te tapu i te whenua Inherent being of the land 
  
Te tapu o Relational link 
Te tapu o te Atua Relational links of Atua 
Te tapu o te tangata Relational links of the person 
Te tapu o te whenua Relational links of the land 
  
Te mana i Potential influence, power, authority 
Te mana i te Atua Potential influence of Atua 
Te mana i te tangata Potential influence of the person 
Te mana i te whenua Potential influence of the land 
  
Te mana o Exercised influence, power, authority 
Te mana o te Atua Exercised influence of Atua 
Te mana o te tangata Exercised influence of the person 






Appendix 4: He Whakaputanga o te Rangatiratanga o Nu Tireni 
 
He Whakaputanga o te Rangatiratanga 
o Nu Tireni (1835)1 
Translation of He Whakaputanga o te 
Rangatiratanga o Nu Tireni by Dr Mānuka 
Hēnare2 
1. Ko matou ko nga Tino Rangatira o nga 
iwi o Nu Tireni i raro mai o Hauraki kua 
oti nei te huihui i Waitangi i Tokerau 28 o 
Oketopa 1835. ka wakaputa i te 
Rangatiratanga o to matou wenua a ka 
meatia ka wakaputaia e matou he Wenua 
Rangatira. kia huaina ‘Ko te 
Wakaminenga o nga Hapu o Nu Tireni’. 
1. We, the absolute leaders of the tribes (iwi) 
of New Zealand (Nu Tireni) to the north of 
Hauraki (Thames) having assembled in the 
Bay of Islands (Tokerau) on 28th October 
1835. [We] declare the authority and 
leadership of our country and say and declare 
them to be prosperous economy and chiefly 
country (Wenua Rangatira) under the title of 
‘Te Wakaminenga o ngā Hapū o Nu Tireni’ 
(The sacred Confederation of Tribes of New 
Zealand). 
2. Ko te Kingitanga ko te mana i te wenua 
o te wakaminenga o Nu Tireni ka meatia 
nei kei nga Tino Rangatira anake i to 
matou huihuinga. a ka mea hoki e kore e 
tukua e matou te wakarite ture ki te tahi 
hunga ke atu, me te tahi Kawanatanga 
hoki kia meatia i te wenua o te 
wakaminenga o Nu Tireni. ko nga tangata 
anake e meatia nei e matou e wakarite ana 
ki te ritenga o o matou ture e meatia nei e 
matou i to matou huihuinga. 
2. The sovereignty/kingship (Kīngitanga) and 
the mana from the land of the Confederation 
of New Zealand are here declared to belong 
solely to the true leaders (Tino Rangatira) of 
our gathering, and we also declare that we will 
not allow (tukua) any other group to frame 
laws (wakarite ture), nor any Governorship 
(Kawanatanga) to be established in the lands 
of the Confederation, unless (by persons) 
appointed by us to carry out (wakarite) the 
laws (ture) we have enacted in our assembly 
(huihuinga). 
3. Ko matou ko nga Tino Rangatira ke 
mea nei kia huihui ki te runanga ki 
Waitangi a te Ngahuru i tenei tau i tenei 
3. We, the true leaders have agreed to meet in 
a formal gathering (rūnanga) at Waitangi in 
the autumn (Ngahuru) of each year to enact 
 
1 He Whakaputanga o te Rangatiratanga o Nu Tireni. 




tau ki te wakarite ture kia tika ai te 
wakawakanga kia mau pu te rongo kia 
mutu te he kia tika te hokohoko. a ka mea 
hoki ki nga Tauiwi o runga kia wakarerea 
te wawai. kia mahara ai ki te wakaoranga 
o to matou wenua. a kia uru ratou ki te 
wakaminenga o Nu Tireni. 
laws (wakarite ture) that justice may be done 
(kia tika ai te wakawakanga), so that peace 
may prevail and wrong-doing cease and trade 
(hokohoko) be fair. [We] invite the southern 
tribes to set aside their animosities, consider 
the well-being of our land and enter into the 
sacred Confederation of New Zealand. 
4. Ka mea matou kia tuhituhia he 
pukapuka ki te ritenga o tenei o to matou 
wakaputanga nei ki te Kingi o Ingarani hei 
kawe atu i to matou aroha. nana hoki i 
wakaae ki te Kara mo matou. a no te mea 
ka atawai matou, ka tiaki i nga pakeha e 
noho nei i uta e rere mai ana ki te 
hokohoko, koia ka mea ai matou ki te 
Kingi kia waiho hei matua ki a matou i to 
matou Tamarikitanga kei wakakahoretia to 
matou Rangatiratanga. 
4. We agree that a copy of our declaration 
should be written and sent to the King of 
England to express our appreciation (aroha) 
for this approval of our flag. And because we 
are showing friendship and care for the 
Pākehā who live on our shores, who have 
come here to trade (hokohoko), we ask the 
King to remain as a protector (matua) for us in 
our inexperienced statehood (tamarikitanga), 
lest our authority and leadership be ended (kei 
whakakahoretia tō mātou Rangatiratanga). 
Kua wakaetia katoatia e matou i tenei ra i 
te 28 o opketopa 1835 ki te aroaro o te 
Reireneti o te Kingi o Ingarani. 
We have unanimously agreed on this day the 
28th October 1835 in the presence of the 
Resident of the King of England.3 
The Codicil 
Ko matou ko nga Rangatira ahakoa kihai i 
tae ki te huihuinga nei no te nuinga o te 
Waipuke no te aha ranei – ka wakaae 
katoa ki te waka putanga Rangatiratanga o 
Nu Tirene a ka uru ki roto ki te 
Wakaminenga. 
The Codicil 
We are the rangatira who, although we did not 
attend the meeting due to the widespread 
flooding or other reasons, fully agree with He 
Whakaputanga Rangatiratanga o Nu Tirene 








Appendix 5: Te Tiriti o Waitangi 
 
Te Tiriti o Waitangi (1840)1 Translation of Te Tiriti o Waitangi by 
Professor Sir Hugh Kawharu2 
KO WIKITORIA te Kuini o Ingarani i tana 
mahara atawai ki nga Rangatira me nga 
Hapu o Nu Tirani i tana hiahia hoki kia 
tohungia ki a ratou o ratou rangatiratanga 
me to ratou wenua, a kia mau tonu hoki te 
Rongo ki a ratou me te Atanoho hoki kua 
wakaaro ia he mea tika kia tukua mai tetahi 
Rangatira – hei kai wakarite ki nga Tangata 
maori o Nu Tirani – kia wakaaetia e nga 
Rangatira Maori te Kawanatanga o te Kuini 
ki nga wahikatoa o te wenua nei me nga 
motu – na te mea hoki he tokomaha ke nga 
tangata o tona Iwi Kua noho ki tenei wenua, 
a e haere mai nei. 
Na ko te Kuini e hiahia ana kia wakaritea te 
Kawanatanga kia kaua ai nga kino e puta 
mai ki te tangata Maori ki te Pakeha e noho 
ture kore ana. 
Na kua pai te Kuini kia tukua a hau a 
Wiremu Hopihona he Kapitana i te Roiara 
Nawi hei Kawana mo nga wahi katoa o Nu 
Tirani e tukua aianei amua atu ki te Kuini, e 
mea atu ana ia ki nga Rangatira o te 
wakaminenga o nga hapu o Nu Tirani me 
era Rangatira atu enei ture ka korerotia nei. 
Victoria, the Queen of England, in her 
concern to protect the chiefs and the 
subtribes of New Zealand and in her desire 
to preserve their chieftainship and their 
lands to them and to maintain peace and 
good order considers it just to appoint an 
administrator one who will negotiate with 
the people of New Zealand to the end that 
their chiefs will agree to the Queen's 
Government being established over all parts 
of this land and (adjoining) islands and also 
because there are many of her subjects 
already living on this land and others yet to 
come. So the Queen desires to establish a 
government so that no evil will come to 
Māori and European living in a state of 
lawlessness. So the Queen has appointed 
‘me, William Hobson a Captain’ in the 
Royal Navy to be Governor for all parts of 
New Zealand (both those) shortly to be 
received by the Queen and (those) to be 
received hereafter and presents to the chiefs 
of the Confederation chiefs of the subtribes 
of New Zealand and other chiefs these laws 
set out here. 
Ko te tuatahi 
Ko nga Rangatira o te wakaminenga me nga 
The first 
The Chiefs of the Confederation and all the 
 
1 Te Tiriti o Waitangi. 




Rangatira katoa hoki ki hai i uru ki taua 
wakaminenga ka tuku rawa atu ki te Kuini o 
Ingarani ake tonu atu – te Kawanatanga 
katoa o o ratou wenua. 
Chiefs who have not joined that 
Confederation give absolutely to the Queen 
of England for ever the complete 
government over their land. 
Ko te tuarua 
Ko te Kuini o Ingarani ka wakarite ka 
wakaae ki nga Rangitira ki nga hapu – ki 
nga tangata katoa o Nu Tirani te tino 
rangatiratanga o o ratou wenua o ratou 
kainga me o ratou taonga katoa. Otiia ko nga 
Rangatira o te wakaminenga me nga 
Rangatira katoa atu ka tuku ki te Kuini te 
hokonga o era wahi wenua e pai ai te tangata 
nona te Wenua – ki te ritenga o te utu e 
wakaritea ai e ratou ko te kai hoko e meatia 
nei e te Kuini hei kai hoko mona. 
The second 
The Queen of England agrees to protect the 
chiefs, the subtribes and all the people of 
New Zealand in the unqualified exercise of 
their chieftainship over their lands, villages 
and all their treasures. But on the other hand 
the Chiefs of the Confederation and all the 
Chiefs will sell land to the Queen at a price 
agreed to by the person owning it and by the 
person buying it (the latter being) appointed 
by the Queen as her purchase agent. 
Ko te tuatoru 
Hei wakaritenga mai hoki tenei mo te 
wakaaetanga ki te Kawanatanga o te Kuini – 
Ka tiakina e te Kuini o Ingarani nga tangata 
maori katoa o Nu Tirani ka tukua ki a ratou 
nga tikanga katoa rite tahi ki ana mea ki nga 
tangata o Ingarani. 
The third 
For this agreed arrangement therefore 
concerning the Government of the Queen, 
the Queen of England will protect all the 
ordinary people of New Zealand and will 
give them the same rights and duties of 
citizenship as the people of England. 
(signed) William Hobson, Consul and 
Lieutenant-Governor. 
Na ko matou ko nga Rangatira o te 
Wakaminenga o nga hapu o Nu Tirani ka 
huihui nei ki Waitangi ko matou hoki ko nga 
Rangatira o Nu Tirani ka kite nei i te ritenga 
o enei kupu, ka tangohia ka wakaaetia 
katoatia e matou, koia ka tohungia ai o 
matou ingoa o matou tohu. 
Ka meatia tenei ki Waitangi i te ono o nga ra 
[signed] William Hobson Consul & Lieut 
Governor 
So we, the Chiefs of the Confederation of 
the subtribes of New Zealand meeting here 
at Waitangi having seen the shape of these 
words which we accept and agree to record 
our names and our marks thus. 
Was done at Waitangi on the sixth of 




o Pepueri i te tau kotahi mano, e waru rau e 






Appendix 6: Maaori Wards in Aotearoa New Zealand Local Government 
Regional Councils with a Maaori Ward (at 15 September 2021) 
Bay of Plenty Regional Council Toi Moana (2004)1 
Hawke’s Bay Regional Council (2021)2 
Horizons Regional Council (2021)3 
Northland Regional Council (2020)4 
Taranaki Regional Council (2021)5 
Waikato Regional Council (2013)6 
Total: 6 
 
Regional Councils without a Maaori Ward (at 15 September 2021) 
Canterbury Regional Council 
Otago Regional Council 
Southland Regional Council 
Wellington Regional Council 
West Coast Regional Council 
Total: 5 
 
Eligible Territorial Authorities with a Maaori Ward (at 15 September 2021) 
Far North District Council (2021)7 
Gisborne District Council (2020)8 
Hamilton City Council (2021)9 
Hastings District Council (2021)10 
 
1 Bay of Plenty Regional Council Toi Moana, “Māori Constituencies,” Bay of Plenty Regional Council Toi Moana, 
2021, accessed 3 September 2021, https://www.boprc.govt.nz/your-council/council-and-region/maori-
constituencies. 
2 Hawke’s Bay Regional Council, “Regional Council Says Yes to Māori Constituencies,” Hawke’s Bay Regional 
Council, 19 May 2021, accessed 3 September 2021, https://www.hbrc.govt.nz/our-
council/news/archive/article/1074/regional-council-says-yes-to-mori-constituencies-. 
3 Horizons Regional Council, “Horizons Regional Council to Establish Māori Constituencies,” Horizons Regional 
Council, 19 May 2021, accessed 3 September 2021, https://www.horizons.govt.nz/news/horizons-regional-
council-to-establish-maori-const. 
4 Northland Regional Council, “Regional Council Votes Yes to Māori Seats,” Northland Regional Council, 21 
October 2020, accessed 3 September 2021, https://www.nrc.govt.nz/news/2020/october/regional-council-votes-
yes-to-maori-seats. 
5 Taranaki Regional Council, “Council to Introduce Māori Constituency for 2022,” Taranaki Regional Council, 6 
April 2021, accessed 3 September 2021, https://trc.govt.nz/council/news-and-events/council-news/council-to-
introduce-maori-constituency-for-2022/. 
6 Nikki Preston, “Regional Council Votes in Maori Seats But City Against,” New Zealand Herald, 2011, accessed 
3 September 2021, https://www.nzherald.co.nz/kahu/regional-council-votes-in-maori-seats-but-city-
against/MJMDXFTKRMXZRTO6YRAPF6DFYQ/. 
7 Far North District Council, “Council Adopts Māori Wards,” Far North District Council, 6 May 2021, accessed 
3 September 2021, https://www.fndc.govt.nz/Whats-new/Latest-news/Council-adopts-Māori-
wards?BestBetMatch=Maori%20ward|148585bb-88a3-486e-a09b-d50cf85e7244|958b1a42-49a0-44f3-b158-
076d1027c0cb|en-AU. 
8  Gisborne District Council, “Māori Wards,” Gisborne District Council, 23 November 2020, accessed 3 
September 2021, https://www.gdc.govt.nz/council/have-your-say/past-consultations/maori-wards. 
9 Hamilton City Council, “Hamilton Votes Unanimously for Maaori Wards,” Hamilton City Council, 19 May 
2021, accessed 3 September 2021, https://ourhamilton.co.nz/community-environment/hamilton-votes-
unanimously-for-maaori-wards/. 
10 Hastings District Council, “Maori Wards to be Introduced From 2022,” Hastings District Council, 31 May 2021, 





Horowhenua District Council (2021)11 
Kaipara District Council (2021)12 
Manawatū District Council (2021)13 
Marlborough District Council (2021)14 
Masterton District Council (2021)15 
Matamata-Piako District Council (2021)16 
Nelson City Council (2021)17 
New Plymouth District Council (2020)18 
Ōtorohanga District Council (2021)19 
Palmerston North City Council (2021)20 
Porirua City Council (2021)21 
Rangitīkei District Council (2021)22 
Rotorua Lakes Council (2021)23 
Ruapehu District Council (2021)24 
South Taranaki District Council (2020)25 
Stratford District Council (2021)26 
 
11 Horowhenua District Council, “Council Votes in Favour of the Establishment of a Māori Ward,” Horowhenua 
District Council, 19 May 2021, accessed 3 September 2021, https://www.horowhenua.govt.nz/News-
Events/News/Council-votes-in-favour-of-the-establishment-of-a-Maori-Ward-in-Horowhenua. 
12 Kaipara District Council, “Council Votes for Māori Ward,” Kaipara District Council, 3 November 2020, 
accessed 3 September 2021, https://www.kaipara.govt.nz/news/post/6-Council-votes-for-M-ori-ward. 
13 Manawatū District Council, “Manawatū District Council Revokes Earlier Decision to Defer Māori Ward(s).” 
Manawatū District Council, 20 May 2021, accessed 3 September 2021, https://www.mdc.govt.nz/Home/Our-
News/Media-Release-Manawatū-District-Council-revokes-earlier-decision-to-defer-Māori-wards. 
14 Marlborough District Council, “Council Votes for Māori Ward,” Marlborough District Council, 21 May 2021, 
accessed 3 September 2021, https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-council/latest-news-notices-and-media-
releases/media-releases?item=id:2e4cqjnkz1cxby16ghsh. 
15 Masterton District Council, “Masterton District Council to Establish Māori Wards,” Masterton District Council, 
2021, accessed 3 September 2021, https://mstn.govt.nz/masterton-district-council-to-establish-maori-wards/. 
16 Matamata-Piako District Council, “Māori Wards,” Matamata-Piako District Council, 7 April 2021, accessed 3 
September 2021, https://www.mpdc.govt.nz/elections/maori-wards. 
17 Nelson City Council. “Nelson City Council supports the establishment of a Māori ward in Nelson Whakatū,” 
2021 accessed, https://our.nelson.govt.nz/media-releases-2/nelson-city-council-supports-the-establishment-of-a-
maori-ward-in-nelson-whakatu/. 
18 New Plymouth District Council, “Māori Ward Approved,” New Plymouth District Council, 21 July 2020, 
accessed 3 September 2021, https://www.newplymouthnz.com/Council/Council-Documents/News-and-
Notices/2020/07/21/Maori-Ward-Approved. 
19 Ōtorohanga District Council, “Establishment of a Māori Ward for Ōtorohanga District,” Ōtorohanga District 
Council, 2021, accessed 3 September 2021, https://www.otodc.govt.nz/about-us/our-news/2021-
news/establishment-of-a-maori-ward-for-otorohanga-district-given-the-green-light-by-council-new-page/. 
20 Palmerston North City Council, “Māori Wards,” Palmerston North City Council, 2021, accessed 3 September 
2021, https://www.pncc.govt.nz/participate-palmy/elections/maori-wards/. 
21  Porirua City Council, “Porirua Votes for Māori Ward,” Porirua City Council, 20 May 2021, accessed 3 
September 2021, https://poriruacity.govt.nz/your-council/news/māori-ward-possible-for-porirua/. 
22 Rangitīkei District Council, “Council Votes for Māori Wards,” Rangitīkei District Council, 5 May 2021, 
accessed 3 September 2021, https://www.rangitikei.govt.nz/news/2021/council-votes-for-māori-wards. 
23 Rotorua Lakes Council, “Council Decisions,” Rotorua Lakes Council, 21 May 2021, accessed 3 September 
2021, https://www.rotorualakescouncil.nz/our-council/news/news?item=id:2e4ve6pkr1cxby9x7u9x. 
24 Ruapehu District Council, “Maori Wards for 2022?,” Ruapehu District Council, 30 October 2020, accessed 3 
September 2021, https://www.ruapehudc.govt.nz/our-council/news?item=id:2dyqt1use17q9ssljx2n. 
25  South Taranaki District Council, “Council Supports Māori Ward,” South Taranaki District Council, 13 
November 2020, accessed 3 September 2021, https://www.southtaranaki.com/our-
council/news?item=id:2c18zh9j81cxbyb9coje. 
26 Stratford District Council, “Council Votes Unanimously to Establish a Māori Ward,” Stratford District Council, 





Tararua District Council (2021)27 
Taupō District Council (2021)28 
Tauranga City Council (2020)29 
Waikato District Council (2021)30 
Waipā District Council (2021)31 
Wairoa District Council (2016)32 
Wellington City Council (2021)33 
Whakatāne District Council (2021)34 
Whangārei District Council (2020)35 
Total: 29 
 
Eligible Territorial Authorities without a Maaori Ward (at 15 September 2021) 
Ashburton District Council 
Auckland Council 
Buller District Council (Mana Whenua have Council Voting Rights; 2021)36 
Carterton District Council 
Central Hawke’s Bay District Council 
Central Otago District Council 
Chatham Islands Council 
Christchurch City Council 
Clutha District Council 
Dunedin City Council 
Gore District Council 
Hauraki District Council 
Hutt City Council 
Invercargill City Council 
Kaikōura District Council 
 
27 Tararua District Council, “Tararua District Votes in Māori Ward,” Tararua District Council, 21 May 2021, 
accessed 3 September 2021, https://www.tararuadc.govt.nz/News/Tararua-District-votes-in-Māori-Ward. 
28  Taupō District Council, “Maori Ward,” Taupō District Council, 2021, accessed 3 September 2021, 
https://www.taupodc.govt.nz/council/consultation/representation-review-2021/maori-ward. 
29 Tauranga City Council, “New Māori Ward Approved for Tauranga,” Tauranga City Council, 25 August 2020, 
accessed 3 September 2021, https://www.tauranga.govt.nz/council/council-news-and-
updates/newsletters/artmid/1424/articleid/5801. 
30 Waikato District Council, “Waikato District Council Approves Maaori Wards for Next Local Body Elections,” 
Waikato District Council, 20 May 2021, accessed 3 September 2021, 
https://www.waikatodistrict.govt.nz/news/media-releases/article/2021/05/20/waikato-district-council-approves-
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